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of enactment of this Act unless any such 
regulation is approved by a majority vote ot" 
either the House or the Senate within 60 days 
of the date of promulgation of such regula
tion by the Secretary. 

"(B) I! neither the House nor Senate pro
vides for the approval of such regulation dur
ing the applicable period following its pro
mulgation, no amount appropriated pursuant 
to this Act shall be used to enforce or admin
ister any identical or substantially similar 
regulation which has the same effect as the 
regulation terminated as a result of the oper
ation of Section 201(b) (3) (A) ." 

s. 1030 
By Mr. BIAGGI: 

-Page 21 , line 17, strike out the quotation 
marks and the period which follow: 

Page 21, after line 17, insert the following: 
"In the determination of need pursuant to 
subparagraph (B), the President shall, to the 
maximum extent practicable, adjust the to
tal volume of supply available to end-users 
in any State to take into account both con
sumption levels and any reduction in energy 
demand which is attributable to programs 
and guidelines development and imple-

men ted as part of the State energy conserva
tion plan.". 

By Mr. WYLIE: 
-Page 43, after line 11, add the following 
new subsection: 

(f) LIMITATION ON MEASURES REGULATING 
THE TEMPERATURE IN ANY BUILDING.-

The plan establlshed under subsection (a) 
may not provide for any measures that would 
regulate building temperatures unless sucb 
plan permits an exemption for any building 
affected by such restrictions, to achieve an 
equivalent reduction in energy consumption 
by other means. 

SENATE-Friday, July 27, 1979 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex
ptratton of the recess, and was called to 
order by Hon. CARL M. LEvm, a· Sena
tor from the State of Michigan. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., otfered the following 
prayer: 

Let us pray: 
Our Father-God, help us this day to re

member Thy Son who went about doing 
good. Give us His strength, His courage, 
His wisdom, His winsomeness. Keep our 
faces toward the light of His presence 
and our feet from paths of failure. Walk 
with us. Work with us. Be our guide, 
our counselor, and our friend that noth
ing we say or do may need redoing. At 
the end grant us Thy peace. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
<Mr. MAGNUSON). 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., July 21, 1919. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 3, 
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I here
by appoint the Honorable CARL M. LEviN, a 
Senator from the State of Michigan, to per
form the duties of the Chair. 

WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 

President pro tempore. 

Mr. LEVIN thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Under the previous order, the ma
jority leader is recognized. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Jour
nal of the proceedings be approved to 
date. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

<Legislative day of Thursday, June 21, 1979> 

REASONABLE SURFACE MINING 
REGULATION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
on Wednesday, July 25, a Federal dis
trict court judge extended an important 
deadline under the Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act of 1977. He ordered 
that the States have until March 3, 
1980, to submit surface mine reclamation 
plans to the Department of the Interior 
for approval. Prior to his ruling, States 
were faced with an August 3, 1979, dead
line. 

I raise this issue to focus attention on 
a thorny problem which is responsible 
for this delay in the implementation of 
the act. The clear intent of Congress 
when it fashioned the Surface Mining 
Act was to provide a set of specific guide
lines which each State would use to craft 
its own reclamation plan. That plan 
would be tailormade for each State 
taking into account the special needs 
and unique features of each State. In 
this way, Congress sought to protect the 
environment and, at the same time, re
spect the rights and responsibilities of 
the States. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, the 
States have been unable to exercise the 
discretion due them under the act. The 
act has been interpreted by the Depart
ment of the Interior as requiring the 
States to comply with, and, in etfect, 
duplicate every jot and title of the Fed
eral regulations. 

There are 115 performance standards 
contained in the Surface Mining Act. 
The entire act itself is far more detailed 
than the great bulk of statutes which 
we consider and approve every year. It is, 
in fact, a regulatory scheme in itself, not 
a broad outline of various environmental 
goals. , 

Laid on top of this already complex 
statute are literally thousands of regu
lations which must be copied by all the 
States, one at a time. Variations to the 
Federal rules and regulations are almost 
impossible for the States to justify, as 
the burden of proof has been incorrectly 
shifted to them from the Department 
of the Interior, where it belongs. 

Faced with the prospect of an inter
minable stalemate or, worse, with the 
imposition of a burdensome Federal pro
gram on each State, the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources acted last 
week by ordering reported a bill to amend 

the Surface Mining Act. The bill con
tains provisions which will insure that 
each State has an opportunity to con
struct its own reclamation plan. The 
act would be, as Congress intended, the 
standard against which each State plan 
would be judged. If found wanting, the 
plan would be returned to the State for 
corrective action. That, Mr. President, 
is the system which Congress envisioned 
when the Surface Mining Act was 
adopted. 

The Governors of the major coal
producing States, including Governor 
Rockefeller of West Virginia, support 
that process. 

The distinguished Senator from Ken
tucky <Mr. FORD) and the distinguished 
Senator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) 
have put forth great etJorts in this mat
ter. 

Mr. President, let me say that I hope 
that all Senators will devote serious 
thought to this matter. We all recognize 
the contribution which coal will have to 
make to our energy future. Given a fair 
chance, I am confident that coal will 
be able to fulfill our expectations. 

Mr. President, I yield back the remain
der of our time. 

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY 
LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the 
minority leader is recognized. 

SENATE REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC 
PROGRAM 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, yesterday 
all 41 Senate Republicans reached agree
ment on a Republican economic policy 
statement-a "program for the decade." 

Senator J AVITS was chairman of the 
Economic Policy Subcommittee of the 
Republican Policy Committee, and was 
accorded responsibility for guiding the 
development of this Republican economic 
statement. 

In essence, it represents a declaration 
by Senate Republicans that our numer
ous and complex economic problems
including the acceleration of inflation; 
the stagnation of productivity; the fall 
of the dollar; the erosion of personal dis
posable incomes; the decline of real 
GNP; and, prospectively, the surge 1n 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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already unacceptable unemployment-
are not insolvable. They will yield to a 
creative program based on the funda
mental resiliency and vitality of our 
economic and political system and to the 
cooperative action of Government and 
private industry. 

The Republican economic program 
seeks to balance the Federal budget, re
duce personal and business taxes to in
crease incentives for investment and 
improvement of productivity and curtail 
the regulatory excesses of the Federal 
Government. 

The economic crisis of simultaneous 
recession and inflation into which we 
have now entered, coupled with the en
ergy crisis was not inevitable. It is the 
direct result of deliberate and misguided 
policies. It will result in the loss of bil
lions of dollars in personal incomes and 
of human and other productive re
sources, and it will expose our already 
weakened economy to the perils of a 
major downturn. 

The present focus on the energy crisis 
has helped expose the fundamental 
structural weakness in our economy. Un
til we put in place effective, long-term 
programs to deal with these structural 
weaknesses, we will find ourselves pris
oner to the twin evils of continued stag
flation: Severe recession and endemic 
inflation. 

Our position in the world economy, 
while still strong, is being severely chal
lenged both by the strong competition 
of our trading partners and by the huge 
real transfers of income to the OPEC 
countries that the high energy prices 
are causing. Attempts to compensate 
for the damage caused to the U.S. econ
omy by this competition and by high 
energy prices through quick-fix meas
ures, such as tariffs, subsidies, and 
across-the-board tax cuts, will only 
paper over the problem and simply fur
ther fuel the fires of our double-digit 
inflation. Our freedom of economic ac
tion is further circumscribed by the dol
lar's role as the major key currency of 
the international monetary system and, 
hence, by our need for a strong and 
stable dollar. 

While economic policy cannot be sub
servient solely to the dictates of the for
eign exchange markets, the behavior of 
the dollar on these markets is an ex
cellent litmus test of our economic per
formance. We must, therefore, mold our 
economic policies with one eye on their 
effect on the dollar. 

Most importantly, the rampant infla
tion is having a debilitating effect on the 
s?cial fiber of the American people, pit
tmg one group against the other for a 
greater share of the shrinking real eco
nomic pie and submerging the national 
interest, which has guided this country 
for more than 200 years, to conflicting 
self-interests. All these factors make it 
imperative that economic policy focus 
on wringing inflation out of the economy. 

Based upon these considerations and 
upon the present unstable economic en
vironment, Senate Republicans have 
?roposed a comprehensive economic pol
Icy program-an economic program for 
the decade-founded upon four prin
cipal themes: 

The control of the present double-

digit inflation is critical to the long
term health of the U.S. economy and de
pends importantly upon the adoption of 
policies-first, to foster improved cap
ital investment, productivity, research 
and development and personal saving 
and investment in order to expand the 
productive capacity and emciency of our 
economy; and second, to bring the Fed
eral budget into balance as soon as pos
sible as an integral component of stable 
monetary and fiscal policies; 

The present and prospectively worsen
ing problem of unemployment, bearing 
so heavily on minorities and youth new
ly entering the labor force can be 
remedied by placing greater reliance 
upon the private sector of our economy 
through expanded use of jobs tax credits 
for employers and vouchers for the 
structurally unemployed; 

The crisis of confidence which has 
arisen in our country is reflected in a 
crisis of confidence in the health of the 
U.S. dollar, which has been battered by 
our inability to deal with the new wave 
of inflation and by a fundamental erosion 
in the overall position of the United 
States in the world. Restoration of the 
strength of the dollar internationally is 
of paramount importance and will re
quire better control of domestic infla
tion, a massive export development drive 
and the establishment of a world capital 
fund to move capital for productive pur
poses to cooperating developing coun
tries. 

The U.S. tax system should not oper
ate to reduce the real standard of liv
ing of the American people. According
ly, Republicans support substantial 
phased reductions in Federal income 
taxes to encourage incentives for eco
nomic growth and job opportunities 
without inflation and to limit the growth 
rate of Federal spending. 

Republicans in the Senate believe that 
the oresent high rate of inflation is the 
result both of economic mismanagement 
in the past 3 years and of deeply rooted 
structural deficiencies in the U.S. econ
omy which have not been attended to by 
the present administration. Consequent
ly, purging inflation and establishing a 
firm foundation for economic recovery 
will require time and a steady course 
for our country. 

Senate Republicans present this Re
publican economic policy statement as a 
pledge of their intention to introduce, 
work for and implement economic poli
cies which truly are designed for the 
decade to come. 

.The statement follows: 
REPUBLICAN ECONOMIC POLICY STATEMENT 

INTRODUCTION 

Today, a lack of confidence in the ab111ty 
of the present Administration to develop 
consistent and reliable economic policies 
has bred a climate of uncertainty about the 
health of the U.S. economy and even about 
the position of the U.S. in the world. 

Controlling infiation, cutting taxes, and 
increasing our national productivity are 
the main economic concerns of the American 
people. Senate Republicans are prepared to 
furndsh fresh , optimistic, and decisive lead
ership to accomplish these objectives. 

Our program for balancing the federal 
budget, reducing personal and business 
taxes to increase incentives !or Invest ment 
and improved productllvlty, curta111ng reg
ulatory excesses, and other measures to in-

crease investment and job oppo'l'tunit1es ts 
in sharp contrast to current economic 
policies. 

In recent months, econoinic uncertainty 
has yielded to genuine concern about the 
danger of a severe recession beoa.use: 

( 1) Inflation has reaccelerated to double
digit levels in this year, 

(2) Unemployment has remained very 
high, and 

( 3 ) There is an almost total absence of a 
coherent national economic strwtegy and 
energy policy. 

Inflation is eroding the value of savings 
and wiping out recent increases in personal 
incomes, while simultaneously increasing 
the tax burden by forcing Americans into 
higher tax brackets. Unemployment has per
sis ted in the range of 6 percent for the last 
year and shows no signs of improvement any 
time soon. Indeed, it is now expected to 
worsen considerably. And youth unemploy
ment cont inues at intolerable levels, partic
u larly in the older oities. 

Compounding the problems of worsening 
infla..tion and unemployment are the con
tinuing weakness of the U.S. dollar; very 
high interest rates; the sharp fall-off of R . & 
D. investment; and the virtual stagnation 
of U.S. productivity growth~the key to jobs, 
rising standards of living and stable prices. 

The economic danger before us is VfJr'J 
real, therefore, but the Adlninistra.tion 
seems to lack either the ab111ty or the will
or both-to deal with it. Instead C1f formu
lating the needed economic initiatives--to 
restrain infiation by Increased productivity 
and enterprise; reduce unemployment; re
duce the trade and payments deficits; in
crease the real GNP by bringing the national 
books into balance; and restore domestic and 
world confidence in t he dollar-the Ad
ministration has seemingly chosen a policy 
of papering over the basic economic illness 
by market manipulation of the dollar, wage 
and price exhortation and surrendering on 
energy policy. 

The Adininistration continues to rely prin
cip :dly upon an almost unintelligible, al
ready unsuccessful program of half-manda
t ory/ half-voluntary wage and price controls 
and a series of energy programs by which, 
even if approved, little will be gained in 
energy sufficiency. The econoinic history of 
the world proves the folly of continuance of 
wage and price controls which distort the 
economy and incur ultimately greater infia
tionary pressures. The imposition of wage, 
price or credit controls cannot be justified 
except in a time of true national emergency. 

Clearly the loss of confidence in the leader
ship of the U.S. has its roots in a funda
mental skepticism about the effectiveness of 
U.S. leadership. 

Senate Republicans believe action is 
needed now, to avert what could be a major 
domestic and world economic disaster early 
in the course of the next decade. There is 
a need to put before Congress and the people 
an action program which would be directed 
to : securing the 11 ving standards of the peo
ple ; reducing unemployment by providing 
permanent private sector jobs, particularly 
among Ininorities and youth; restering con
fidence in the U.S. dollar; stimulating capital 
formation and U.S. productivity as the only 
enduring approach to stable prices and full 
employment; reducing the burden of unad
justed federal tax brackets on individuals 
and corporations; balancing the federal 
budget; and reducing our dependence on for
eign energy sources. 

Accordingly, Senate Republicans put for
ward this "Econolnic Program for the Dec
ade"-an action program to begin to make 
right what is so wrong with the U.S. economy. 

Budget and taxes 
1. It is vit ally Important that the tax sys

tem not operate to reduce the real standard 
of living of the American people. Therefore, 
we support substantial phased across-the-
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board reductions in federal income taxes to 
encourage incentives !or economic growth 
and job opportunities without inflation and 
to Umit the growth rate of federal spending. 

2. Our objective must be to bring the fed
eral budget into balance and to curb future 
deficits. 

3. There should be a mandatory llmit on 
federal spending. A pollcy of no "real" growth 
in federal spending through FY 1982 is desir
able. The spending Um1t needs to be sum
ciently flexible to allow for national economic 
and other emergencies. 

4. The excessive burden of the national 
debt must be reduced. Budgets must provide 
surpluses for this purpose. Receipts from the 
sale of certain federal assets such as oil leases 
and surplus federal properties could help 
accomplish this goal. 

5. A thorough review of all federal entitle
ment programs is necessary to help reduce 
the rapid growth of federal spending. 

6. It is of the utmost urgency that the 
Social Security system be reviewed and re
vised so as to ensure the continuation of 
our financial commitment to our older cit
izens, the solvency of the trust fund, and to 
be fair to our younger workers, with partic
ular regard for eliminating fraud and abuse 
in the disab111ty program and providing relief 
from escalating payroll taxes. 

7. Federal accounting procedures must be 
changed. The hidden spending of "off-budg
et" agencies through loans and credits 
should be highlighted in the Congressional 
budget. 

8. There should be a thorough review of 
federal budgetary and accounting proce
dures, with consideration given to applying 
the accounting procedures of the private sec
tor to the operation of the federal govern
ment, to obtain a more accurate picture of 
the federal budget in terms of capital assets 
as well as outlays. In this connection, a 
Task Force on the Federal Budget should be 
formed to review and make recommendations 
to Congress and the people on federal budg
etary concepts, procedures and standards. 

9. To further reduce federal indebtedness, 
the U.S. should be more vigorous in the col
lection of its debts, domestic and foreign. 

Capital formation and productivity 
1. Personal savings and investment should 

be encouraged by incentives, rather than 
penalized through taxation. There should be 
universal eligib111ty !or Individual Retire
ment Accounts of up to $1 ,500; year. By sav
ing for their own future, Americans would 
be investing in a stronger, healthier economy. 

2. As an incentive for greater savings and 
investment, a savings interest exclusion 
should be provided and the present dividend 
exclusion from federal personal income taxes 
should be expanded. 

3. Government at all levels should revise 
regulatory systems which presently divert 
investment capital away from productivity 
and job creation and divert business enter
prise into non-productive purposes. 

4 . Improved levels of productivity in the 
private sector are paramount 1! the United 
States economy is to make progress in win
ning the inflation battle. Business incentives 
toward increased capital formation and in
vestment must be encouraged through bust
ness tax reductions, tax credits, and accel
erated depreciation allowances. Realistic tax 
incentives spur investment. Depreciation al
lowances tor plants and equipment, includ
ing equipment to meet environmental regu
lations, should be accelerated and adjusted 
for inflation, in order to permit depreciation 
allowances to approximate more closely the 
true replacement costs rather than histori
cal costs of capital equipment. 

5. To increase productivity, the United 
States must recover its former place as the 

world's leader ln industrial research and de
velopment. Tax credits for new R & D expend
itures would provide a significant incen
tive for improved research and development 
!!pending. The United States must increase 
properly conceived federal expenditures for 
accelerated research and development in or
der to replenish the nation's reservoir of 
technology and energy alternatives. 

6. Sunset legislation !or all federal regula
tory agencies should guarantee the periodic 
review and, if necessary, adjustment of their 
scope and purpose. 

7. The Congress should exercise effective 
but practicable control over proposed fed
eral regulations to ensure that they carry 
out the intent of Congress. On the federal 
level , every proposed regulation should be 
,;ubject to cost-benefit analysis to ensure 
that potential benefits are not outweighed 
by its economic impact. 

Employment and unemployment 
1. Full encouragement should be given to 

the highest priority need for work-study pro
grams in high schools and colleges to attack 
the basic problems related to the high levels 
of unemployment among several groups, i.e., 
those lacking the training, education, and 
the desire to achieve the needed skills for 
productive employment. 

2. Targeted tax credits for hiring the struc
turally unemployed-similar to the Targeted 
Jobs Tax Credit enacted last year-provide 
an important incentive to employers to hire 
the economically disadvantaged. Full use 
should be made of these and similar tax 
credit incentives to reduce unemployment 
among those segments of the labor force
youth-with disproportionately high unem
ployment. 

3. Cash bonuses !or employers should cover 
part of the costs of bringing jobless Ameri
cans into the productive economy. In this re
gard, CETA's voucher demonstration project, 
helping the private sector hire trainees most 
in need of jobs, should receive a greater per
centage of CETA funds. 

4. Labor and management should cooper
ate to strengthen and expand training and 
apprenticeship programs in the skilled 
crafts, especially in small businesses, and 
measures to improve productivity with ap
propriate participation by each in the avails 
of such improvements. 

5. Labor-management councils, bringing 
employers and employees together to 1m
prove working life conditions, should be 
encouraged. 

6. The Private Sector Initiative Program 
(Title VII of CETA) should be expanded, so 
that persons trained in this program can 
have better opportunities !or career develop
ment. 

7. The charter ot the U.S. Employment 
Service should be revised to foster better 
coordination with other federal activities, 
especially those conducted under CET A. 

8. Part-time and flexi-time work sched
ules deserve greater use to accommodate 
workers ~nd their families with special eco
nomic and domestic situations. 

9. A youth differential in the Minimum 
Wa~e. with appropriate safeguards against 
displacement and only !or a 11mited period 
or time, could have a significant impact on 
youth employment. 

10. Regulation and paperwork require
ments must be simplified for an business 
and construction activities in order to in
crease employment opportunities through 
reduced overhead costs. 

International trade and monetary policy 
1. The Federal Government, with active 

participation by leadership !rom the private 
sector, should develop and implement a com
prehensive national export policy to promote 
ag~essively the export o! U.S. goods and 
services and to defend U.S. trade interests. 

2. Export licensing procedures should be 
simplified, streamlined, and better defined. 
There should be a firm commitment to con
trol the export of advanced technology to 
non-market nations in accordance with the 
provisions of the Export Administration Act. 
We remain committed to the principles o! 
free emigration before Most Favored Nation 
Status can be extended. 

3. A broad effort should be launched to as
sist smaller businesses to participate in ex
porting, beginning with reform of the Webb
Pomerene Act. 

4. We advocate elimination of export sub
sidies through international negotiations, ac
knowledging the impediments to this proc
ess. Until such subsidies are eliminated, we 
should take appropriate steps to support 
American industry in world markets through 
organizations such as the Export-Import 
Bank and the Commodity Credit Corpora
tion. 

5. Improved trade relations within the 
Americas are urgent and necessary !or our 
States must begin to emphasize the impor
tance of hemispheric trade. To that end, we 
urge the creation of a Western Hemispheric 
Economic Commission to study ways and 
means of joining together with our neigh
bors to ease and facilitate such trade to our 
mutual benefit. 

6. The U.S. must work actively with Japan 
and other surplus countries to check con
tinued undisciplined trade surpluses and 
also to remove nontariff barriers to trade. 

. Failure to resolve this problem may cause 
political pressure for protective measures 
to become irresistible. 

7. The DISC tax incentive !or U.S. busi
nesses should be retained, and other tax in
centives !or exports should be provided, as 
long as our overseas competitors maintain 
similar export subsidies. Special provision 
for U.S. citizens working abroad is essential 
to maintain our competitive position. 

8. The Federal Government should sys
tematically monitor imports to anticipate 
future trade problems before they cause the 
shutdown of American plants and the loss 
of jobs. To this end, we recommend trade 
adjustment assistance to provide more time
ly and equitable relief to labor and industry. 

9. U.S. monetary policy must be based on 
a firm commitment to a strong and stable 
dollar. This means money supply growth 
based upon the real growth in the economy. 
A strong dollar requires improvement in our 
economic fundamentals: a lower inflation 
rate, an improved trade balance, and a sig
nificant reduction in oil imports through 
domestic production, conservation and ef
fective measures to deal with the OPEC 
Trust. 

10. In protecting the do1181r !rom sudden 
or severe fluctuations on foreign exchange 
markets, we should support vigorous inter
vention in the operations of the foreign ex
change markets. High interest rates are a 
direct result of inflation with its excess 
money supply growth. A strong dolla.r will 
mean lower interest rates and less inflation. 
To this same end, the desirab111ty of gold 
sales by the Treasury and the policy of 
"demonetization" of gold should be reeval
uated. 

11. The International Monetary Fund 
should exercise more effective surve1llance 
of surplus economies and should work more 
closely with commercial banks. 

12. The transactions of U.S. banks in the 
Eurocurrency markets should be more 
closely evaluated. 

13. The U.S. should resume its leadership 
role in the international monetary system. 
We should convene world financial leaders 
to develop a long-term plan for the evolu
tion o! the present monetary order into a 
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true multi-currency reserve system charac
terized by stablllty in exchange rates and 
minimal world infiatlon. 

DEATH OF MRS. 
MOTHER-IN-LAW 
RIBICOFF 

ANN MELL. 
OF SENATOR 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, it was 
with a special sense of sadness that Mrs. 
Baker and I learned of the death of the 
mother-in-law of our friend, the distin
guished Senator from Connecticut, Mr. 
RIBICOFF. 

It is well known to many of my col
leagues that Joy Baker and Casey Ribi
coff are close friends. In the last few 
months they have been brought even 
closer together by common personal 
trial an loss. 

Both of their mothers were seriously 
Ul for several months. Only last week, 
Joy's mother, Mrs. Louella Dirksen, 
passed away. And now we have the sad 
news of the passing of Mrs. Ribicoff's 
mother, Mrs. Ann Mell. 

These days of common concern have 
also been days of mutual consolation. 
It is, I believe, a tribute to this insti
tution that its Members and their fami
lies can rely on each other's strength, 
compassion, and friendship in difficult 
times. 

I know all my colleagues will join me 
in expressing our deepest sympathy to 
Casey and ABE RIBICOFF in their time 
of sorrow. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1980 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Under the previous order, the Sen
ate will now proceed with the considera
tion of H.R. 4394, which the clerk will 
state. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A blll (H.R. 4394) making appropriations 
for the Department of Housing and Ur-ban 
Development and for sundry agencies, boards, 
commissions, corporations, and offices for the 
fiscal year ending September 30, 1980, and 
for other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments as follows: 

On page 2, line 12, strike "$1,160,474,000" 
and insert "$1,140,661,000"; 

On page 2, line 13, strike "$37,1500,000" and 
insert "$50,000,000"; 

On page 2, line 17, after the colon, strike 
through and including the colon in line 25; 

On page 3, beginning with line 5, insert the 
following: 

RENT SUPPLEMENT 

The limitation otherwise applicable to the 
maximum payments that may be required in 
any fiscal year by all contracts entered into 
under section 101 of the Housing and 
Urban Development Act of 1965 ( 12 U.S.C. 
1701a), is reduced in fiscal year 1980 by the 
uncommitted balances of authorizations 
provided for this purpose in Appropriation 
Acts. 

On page 5. line 19, strike "$77,000,000" and 
insert "$82,000,000"; 

On page 7, llne 11, beginning with the 

comma after "1982" strike through and in
cluding "106(d) (2)" in line 14; 

On page 8, line 4, strike "$400,000,000" and 
insert "$675,000,000"; 

On page 8, line 8, strike "$35,000,000" and 
insert "$50,000,000"; 

On page 8,line 13, strike "$140,000,000" and 
insert "$130,000,000"; 

On page 9, beginning with line 14, Insert 
the following: 

LIVABLE CITIES PROGRAM 

For contracts, grants, and other assistance, 
not otherwise provided for, as authorized by 
the Livable Cities Act of 1978 (Title Vlll, 
Housing and Community Development 
Amendments of 1978, Publlc Law 95-557), 
$3,000,000, to remain available until Septem
ber 30, 1981. 

On page 10, line 5, strike "$49,000,000" and 
insert "$50,300,000"; 

On page 10, line 20, strike "$543,495,000" 
and insert "$536,120,000"; 

On page 11, line 14, strike "$8,186,000" and 
insert "$7,603,000"; 

On page 12, line 13, strike "$41,250,000" and 
insert "$40,600,000"; 

On page 12, llne 23, strike "$8,326,000" and 
insert "$7,611,000"; 

On page 13, line 15, strike "$506,748,000" 
and insert "$515,319,000"; 

On page 13, line 17, strike "$233,568,000" 
and insert "$232,568,000"; 

On page 13, line 21, strike "$475,809,000" 
and insert "$515,592,000"; 

On page 14, line" 9, after "Expended" in
sert a colon and the following: 

Provided, That none of the funds pro
vided under this Act Shall be used to en
force any regulation issued under the con
struction grants program which has the 
effect of retroactively a.pplying project re
quirements or conditions not in effect at 
the time the grant for a project is awarded. 

On page 14, beginning with line 15, strike 
through and including line 25; 

On page 15, line 4, strike "$2,238,000" and 
insert "$3,238,000"; 

On page 15, line 20, strike "$3,026,000" and 
insert "$3,126,000"; 

On page 16, line 4, strike "$2,725,000" and 
insert "$2,625,000"; 

On page 16, line 23, strike "$131,121,000" 
and insert "$129,6211,000"; 

On page 17, line 17, strike "$119,109,000" 
and insert "$118,709,000"; 

On page 19, line 9, strike "$3,799,500" and 
insert "$3,822,500"; 

On page 20, line 15. strike "$954,900,000" 
and insert "$964.900.000"; 

On page 21, line 7, strike "$5,000,000" and 
insert "$5,500,000"; 

On page 21, line 15, strike "$7,000,000" and 
insert "$8.900.000"; 

On page 22, beginning with line 3. strike 
through and including line 13, and insert in 
lieu thereof the following: 

The amount which may be borrowed, from 
the public or any other sources except the 
Secretary of the Treasury, by the Central 
Liquidity Facility as authorized by the Na
tional Credit Union Central Liquidity Facil
ity Act ( 12 U.S.C. 1795), shall not exceed 
$300,000,000: Provided, That administrative 
expenses of the Central Liquidity Facility in 
fiscal year 1980 shall not exceed $1,756,000. 

On page 23, line 2, strike "$718,000" and 
insert "$750,000"; 

On page 23, line 14, strike "$56,600,000" and 
insert "$59,600,000"; 

On page 23, llne 19, strike "$896,800,000" 
and insert "$915,300,000"; 

On page 23, line 20, strike "That not more 
than $59,400,000 shall be available for Applied 
Science and Research Applications: Provided 
further,"; 

On page 25, line 18, strike "$9,500,000" and 
insert "$12,000,000"; 

On page 26, line 16, strike "$6,854,924,000" 
and insert "$6,170,924,000, of which not to ex-

ceed $1,599,333,000 shall be allocated to State 
governments pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1226, not
withstanding any other provision of law"; 

On page 27, line 5, strike "$1,034,000" and 
insert "$1,022,000"; 

On page 27,line 11, strike "$50,000,000" and 
insert "$48,100,000"; 

On page 29, line 10, strike "$127,847,000" 
and insert "$122,847,000"; 

On page 30, line 5, strike "$584,967,000" and 
insert "$588,392,000"; 

On page 31, line 21, strike "$1,700,000" and 
insert "$1,000,000"; 

On page 40, beginning with line 16, insert 
the following: 

SEc. 409. None of the funds provided in this 
Act may be used to pay for travel if the em
ployee elects to take annual leave while away 
from the official duty station. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Time for the debate under this bill 
is limited to 3 hours, to be equally di
vided and controlled by the Senator 
from Wisconsin <Mr. PRoxMIRE) and the 
Senator from Maryland <Mr. MATHIAS); 
with 30 minutes' debate on any amend
ment except an amendment by Senator 
PROXMIRE on cutting assisted housing 
by $700 million, on which there shall be 
1 hour; a Mathias-Baker amendment 
on revenue sharing on which there shall 
be 1 hour and which shall be the first 
floor amendment taken up under this 
agreement; and the Javits amendment 
on flexible subsidies on which there 
shall be 1 hour; with 20 minutes on any 
debatable motion, appeal, or point of 
order. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that I 
may suggest the absence of a quorum 
without the time being charged to either 
side. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMffiE addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Wisconsin. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 

HOD-independent agencies appropria.
tion bill for fiscal year 1980, as reported 
by the Senate Appropriations Committee, 
provides total new budget authority of 
$71,356,151,000, which is $607,324,000 be
low the amount contained in the House
passed version of the bill and $1,594,710,-
0JO less than the budget estimate. 

With budget authority of $71.4 billion, 
this is one of the biggest appropriation 
bills the Senate will consider this year. 
In fact, I think the only bills that are 
l::trger are the Defense appropriation 
bill and the HEW appropriation bill. 

It is absolutely essential we make some 
reductions in the bill as reported by the 
committee because we are bound to be, 
before we are through this year, well over 
the budget resolution if we do not. 

I say that in spite of the fact that the 
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bill as reported, without regard to sup
plemental budget requests in the HUn
independent offices area, is $607,324,000 
below the amount approved by the 
House-passed version of the bill and 
about $1.6 billion less than the budget 
estimate. 

But I am going to explain shortly why 
despite those cuts we are going to have to 
make further sharp reductions, or ex
ceed the budget resolution and accept a 
deeper deficit than we had promised with 
our budget resolution vote in May. 

This legislation provides funding for 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, the Veterans' Administra
tion, the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, the National Sci
ence Foundation, the Department of the 
Treasury's revenue sharing operations, 
and a number of smaller agencies, offices, 
and councils. 

Each Senator will find on his desk an 
errata sheet that corrects certain minor 
mistakes in the committee's report on the 
bill, Report 96-258. As some of my col
leagues may know, the report was filed 
shortly after the full committee acted 
on the bill last Tuesday, and these minor 
errors were inevitable under the circum
stances. By making corrections through 
the use of an errata sheet rather than 
completely reprinting the committee's 
report, my colleagues will be happy to 
know that we have saved the American 
taxpayers $5,000. 

That is a beginning, anyway. 
Before I turn to a discussion of the 

bill as reported I want to serve notice on 
my colleagues that I intend to call up 
an amendment later in the debate to cut 
$34,300,000 in annual contract au
thority and $700,000,000 in new budg
et authority for assisted housing from 
the bill as it now stands. I will explain 
this proposed cut in more detail when I 
call up the amendment. 

It is important that I point out to my 
colleagues that the budget authority rec
ommend in H.R. 4394 as reported is 
only $44 million under the first concur
rent resolution on the budget. I say that 
this is important because we can ex
pect to consider an additional $1.1 bil
lion in supplemental budget requests for 
veterans benefits, disaster relief and 
pay raise costs before the fiscal year 
is·out. Virtually all of that supplemental 
money is going to be uncontrollable en
titlement spending that we simply can
not turn down. 

This means that we have the poten
tial for being at least $1 billion above the 
first budget resolution even if the Senate 
approves the bill as reported. It is im
portant to keep this in mind as we act 
on the legislation before us today. 

REVENUE SHARING 

Mr. President, I would normally begin 
my discussion of the bill with an ex-
planation of the committee's actions 
with regard to the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development, but before 
I go into the intricacies of the bill let 
me mention the most significant change 
made by the committee in the bill as 

passed by the House-namely a $684,-
000,000 cut in the general revenue shar
ing program. This reduction is to be 
applied solely against payments to the 
States under the program and is made in 
recognition of the fact that a great num
ber of States-19 to be precise-have 
cut taxes in tbe last 18 months be
cause of surpluses while all of the States 
are taking in more money than they are 
spending. 

I repeat that all States are taking in 
more money than they are spending. 

The reduction would cut the State 
share by one-third, and not touch the 
counties, not touch the cities, but it 
would make a very substantial reluction 
in the overall obligations the Federal 
Government would have otherwise. Af
ter all, that is two-thirds of a billion 
dollars. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN 

DEVELOPMENT 

By the largest portion of the budg
et authority provided in the bill is de
voted to the activities of the Department 
of Housing and Urban Development. 
This is because we are require! by the 
Budget Act to provide long term budget 
authority for periods of up to 40 years 
for housing subsidy pograms. For ex
ample, although the total recommended 
by the committee for the Department's 
activities in fiscal year 1980 is $33,637,-
451,000 in new budget authority, most of 
this amount-$26,680,128,000 to be ex
act-represents the authority to enter 
into long-term con·;racts for assisted 
housing. 

The committee has recommended two 
changes in the assisted housing program 
as approved by the other body. We have 
eliminated House language mandating 
that 60 percent of the units subsidized 
be new units and that 40 percent be ex
isting units and have, instead, left this 
decision to local communities through 
their housing assistance plans. The cur
rent mix under the local plans is 66 per
cent new housing, 34 percent existing 
housing. The committee also increased 
the amount recommended for public 
housing modernization from $37,500,000 
to $50,000,000. 

The most significant change we have 
recommended in HUD's budget is an in
crease of $275,000,000 over the House bill 
for the urban development action grant 
program. That is what the President 
recommended. He recommended an in
crease in the UDAG program from $400,-
000,000 to $675,000,000. That is an as
sertion of faith in a brandnew program 
that has had only a year or so to get 
moving and has not given us the kind of 
results some of us expected to have. That 
was the committee's decision. 

As a result of the committee's increase, 
the total recommended for UDAG is 
$675 million-an increase of almost 70 
percent above current levels, and it is a 
mammoth increase. 

The committee also has recommended 
the rescission of $5 million in annual 
contract authority and $200 million in 
long-term budget authority for the rent 
supplement program. This is a rather 

tentative resc1sswn because it is based 
on HUD's assumptions as to how much 
contract authority will be recaptured un
der the program next year. In any event, 
since this is a rescission of existing con
tract and budget authority it does not 
affect the new budget authority figure 
recommended by the committee. 

Other significant changes in the 
House-passed bill include: An increase 
of $15 million to a total of $50 million 
for the section 701 comprehensive plan
ning grant program; the proposed initia
tion of a $3 million livable cities pro
gram; an increase of $5 million for the 
troubled projects operating subsidy pro
gram; a reduction of $10 million in the 
rehabilitation loan program in line with 
the housing authorization bill recently 
passed by the Senate; and a r uction 
of $7,375,000 in the amount provided by 
the House for HUD's salaries and ex
penses. 

The total amount recommended by the 
committee for the Department of Hous
ing and Urban Development is a mere 
$4,700,000 under the Department's 
budget request. That means that we have 
given them, in dollars, just about exactly 
what they requested. We have recom
mended much less than a !-percent re
duction. As I say, we are virtually giving 
them all they asked for. 

RELATED AGENCIES 

Turning now to the other agencies 
supported through this legislation, the 
most significant changes the committee 
has recommended are in appropriations 
for the Environmental Protection 
Agency, the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, and the National 
Science Foundation. We have proposed 
increases above the House-approved 
amounts for each of these three agen
cies. 

The Environmental Protection Agency 
administers a great many extremely 
complex programs and the committee 
has recommended a number of changes 
in the EPA portion of the bill as ap
proved by the House. The total EPA 
budget in the bill as reported is $4,668,-
142,000. 

The committee increased the amount 
provided by the House for the Agency's 
abatement and control programs by $39,-
783,000. A significant part of this in
crease is attributable to a $19,429,000 
budget amendment that was not consid
ered by the House and which would be 
used to meet the problems created by 
hazardous waste sites. The committee 
also endorsed a $10,000,000 add-on to the 
House-approved appropriation for the 
section 208 areawide waste treatment 
management program. This would bring 
total funding for the program in fiscal 
year 1980 up to the budget estimate of 
$40,000,000. Other increases in the abate
ment and control account include an 
additional $5,600,000 for State air con-
trol agency grants resulting in a total 
recommendation of $85,600,000 for that 
program; the restoration of the $4,400,-
000 cut by the House from the adminis
tration's $7,795,000 request for the un
derground injection control grant pro-
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gram; $2,500,000 for spill prevention and 
response under section 104 of the Clean 
Water Act; $1,000,000 for the adminis
tration of the ocean outfall permit pro
gram under section 30Hh> of the Clean 
Water Act; and $354,000 for a study of 
the Flathead River basin in Montana. 

The committee also recommended the 
restoration of $6,000,000 in personnel 
compensation cut by the House from 
EPA's salaries and expenses request as 
well as the restoration of a House re
duction of $6,000,000 in anticipatory re
search under the agencies research and 
development budget. The anticipatory 
research increase is offset in part by 
minor reductions in the amounts ap
proved by the House for integrated pest 
management and air health and eco
logical effects research. 

The most significant program funded 
by EPA is, of course, the waste treatment 
construction grant program. The com
mittee has concurred with a House re
duction of $400,000,000 in that program. 
The committee has included language in 
its report endorsing the so-called two
tier proposal, which would reward States 
effectively obligating their construction 
grant dollars with an additional alloca
tion of grant support. Finally the com
mittee has recommended the inclusion of 
language in the bill which would prohibit 
EPA from retroactively applying newly 
promulgated regulations to construction 
projects that have already been ap
proved. 

The committee has recommended an 
increase of $33,000,000 in the House
approved budget of the National Aero
nautics and Space Administration with 
the bulk of the increase coming in 
NASA's research and development pro
grams. The committee has included 
$17,000,000 for a number of activities 
that were not included in the President's 
budget including additional funding for 
a variable cycle engine, support for ad
vanced rotorcraft technology and a 
budget add-on for a national oceanic 
satellite system. The bill as reported also 
restores $10,000,000 cut by the House 
from NASA's research and program 
management budget. The total of $4,943,-
500,000 recommended for NASA includes 
a budget amendment of $220,000,000 
necessary because of cost overruns in the 
Space Shuttle. 

Turning now to the National Science 
Foundation's budget, the committee has 
recommended the restoration of $18,500,-
000 cut by the House from research and 
related activities. This increase would 
make t.he NSF a billion dollar agency for 
the first time, with a budget of $1,005,-
500,000 in fiscal year 1980. 

The committee has recommended rela
tively few changes in the Veterans' Ad
ministration budget as approved by the 
House. The total of $20,316,624,000 rec
ommended by the committee is $2,750,000 
below the House level because of the com
mittee's decision to hold medical and 
prosthetic research to the budget request 
of $122,847,000, which is $5,000,000 below 
the House. Although the committee has 
made other minor changes in the VA 

portion of the House-passed bill, the 
most noteworthy action we took was to 
endorse a House add-on of $76,380,000 to 
the budget request for medical care. 
These added funds would support an 
additional3,800 positions. 

Of course, the bill before us today 
includes a number of smaller agencies. 
For example, the bill provides $441,930,-
000 for the new Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency, a cut of $16,500,000 be
low the budget estimate and $1,900,000 
below the House-approved amount. This 
total includes $6,114,000 for the staffing 
of the newly relocated Fire Academy
funds that were requested in a budget 
amendment that was not considered by 
the House. 

Finally, the bill as reported contains 
general language which would prohibit 
agency employees from taking annual 
leave in the course of traveling on agency 
business. This limitation is the direct re
sult of a committee investigations staff 
report which indicated that in a number 
of cases agency employees were taking 
extensive periods of annual leave fol
lowing brief business visits to such dis
tant points as the west coast of the 
United States and Western Europe. 

Mr. President, that summarizes the 
major actions the committee has recom
mended. Obviously, there are a multitude 
of minor changes that time prevents me 
from discussing. 

Before I relinquish the ftoor, I thank 
my distinguished colleague Senator 
MATHIAS, who not only is a highly capable 
Senator, but also is a joy to work with. 

He has a great sense of humor. He 
also, unfortunately, has a knack for win
ning on almost all occasions and defeat
ing the chairman of the committee. This 
is more of a Mathias bill than a Prox
mire bill by a considerable amount. 

I have great admiration and envy for 
his success, and I am going to do my 
very limited best to try to combat the 
damage he has done to this bill so far, 
but I am not too optimistic about the 
prospects for my success. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the committee amendments 
be considered and agreed to en bloc, and 
that the bill, as thus amended, be re
garded, for purposes of amendment, as 
an original text; provided, that no point 
of order shall be considered to have been 
waived by reason of agreement to this 
order. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, let me 
first address myself to the very thought
ful and kind comments made by the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin. He 
has raised his reputation for charity and 
generosity, but he has done it by putting 
at risk his reputation for veracity, be
cause he has been entirely too generous 
in his comments. 

I do think we have a rather unusual 
climate in the subcommittee, in which 
we very vigorously disagree, but so far 
we have been able to avoid heat and 

anger in our disagreement. It is a great 
pleasure to work under those conditions, 
because we can hammer out intellectu
ally our differences and then put them 
on the anvil of the voting process and 
bring them to some resolution. 

I do not take quite as pessimistic a 
view of this bill as does the Senator from 
Wisconsin in terms of its frugality, be
cause the record here is not bad. The bill 
recommends $71,356,151,000 in new 
budget authority, and that is an enor
mous sum of money. It is beyond the 
realm of the imagination of the aver
age person, certainly beyond my 
imagination, to really conceive of 
$71,356,151,000. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, let me point out when 
I first came to the Senate--it seems only 
yesterday but it was a few years ago
$71.4 billion was virtually the entire 
budget of the United States. That would 
have taken care of all of HEW. It would 
have taken care of the entire Defense 
budget. It would have taken care of HUD, 
of course, and every other agency. That 
$71 billion is a mammoth amount. it is 
concentrated in a relatively few agencies, 
and this is only the third largest appro
priation bill. It is a mammoth amount 
and it is too big. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, it is a 
mammoth amount. The question of 
whether or not it is too big or just enough 
or not quite enough is, of course, the 
issue that we are going to resolve today. 
In measuring that I think we have to 
keep in mind that that figure has been 
very carefully calculated by our col
leagues in the Appropriations Commit
tee and their calculations are so precise 
that this is $44 million below the first 
concurrent resolution. It is $1.6 billion 
below the budget estimate, $1.6 billion 
below the figure that the President of 
the United States requested to run the 
Department of Housing and Urban De
velopment, and it is $607 million, more 
than half a billion dollars, less than the 
House of Representatives appropriated 
for the operation of the programs that 
are comprised within this bill. 

I think that is a test of our concern 
about economy. It is a measure of our 
success in trying to meet the prudent 
objectives of fiscal restraint, which have 
been before us throughout this budget 
process. And I think the fact that we 
were able to do a little better than the 
President, a little better than the House 
of Representatives, and a little better 
than the Budget Committee is note
worthy. I think we should keep that in 
mind as we assess where this bill is 
strong and where it is weak, where it 
should be supplemented and when we 
give it final approval. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

Mr. President, the bill recommends 
$71,356,151,000 in new budget authority, 
this is $44 million below the first con
current resolution, $1.6 billion below the 
budget estimate, and $607 million below 
the House bill. 

I would like to point out that the 
budget targets for the HUD Subcommit-
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tee assumed that $600 million in budget 
authority would not have been required 
due to anticipated legislation action
this action never materialized. The 
Budget Committee has also identified 
another $400 million that might have 
been added to the first concurrent reso
lution had the committee been aware 
of the changing requirements of several 
programs. Thus, for these two reasons 
·alone, the assumptions made by the 
Budget Committee have resulted in a 
target $1 billion below what might other
wise have been expected. It is unfortu
nate that because of these assumptions 
made by the Budget Committee, there 
has been pressure to reduce some of the 
worthy programs contained in the HUD 
bill. 

I do not believe that because asump
tions made in good faith, but proven by 
events to have been made in error, 
should be allowed to shorten the appro
priations for urban America which are 
absolutely necessary. After all, 85 per
cent of all Americans live in cities and I 
take very much to heart what the Sena
tor from Wisconsin said about the fact 
that when he came to Congress the whole 
budget for the Nation could have been 
comprised within this single budget for 
one executive department today. 

But for good or evil, for better or 
worse, we have assumed some national 
responsibilities for the cities. The 
national program itself reflects a con
cern for cities and responsibility for 
cities. 

We having assumed that responsibility 
I think should do it well, or else we 
should waive that job, discharge our
selves from that obligation, disband 
the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, and go back to an earlier 
period in American history. Until we do 
that, I think we should provide suffi
cient support for the programs that we 
undertake so that they can reach their 
objectives and not fall short of exactly 
what we hope to attain by those pro
grams. 

I shall comment very briefly on some 
of the points in dispute in this bill. When 
I discuss the points in dispute I wish to 
make it clear, Mr. President, that most 
of this bill has been written on the 
consensus principle, but there are some 
places where we still disagree, and one 
of those is in the level for housing 
assistance payments. The appropriation 
for housing assistance payments for the 
fiscal year 1980 is identical with the 
President's request. We are asking no 
more than the President's budget sug
gests is necessary, and that will be able 
to assist approximately 265,000 low- and 
moderate-income families to acquire 
basic shelter housing. Two hundred 
sixty-five thousand is less than half the 
national goal that Congress established 
for itself and tried to meet national 
housing needs. Housing, that funda
mental necessity of human life in this 
climate, is a product in short supply in 
ft merica. There are millions of American 
families who either do not have a home 

or who have inadequate homes, and this 
shortage was viewed by Congress as one 
of our serious national deficiencies. We 
set as a goal for ourselves the construc
tion of 600,000 housing units a year. We 
have fallen far short of that goal, and 
this year in this bill we are only pro
viding for 265,000 low- and moderate
income units. That is not a great deal 
considering the need. It is not a great 
deal particularly considering the cur
rent state of the housing market, where 
it is very difficult for young people just 
starting out or for elderly people whose 
incomes are severely limited to find rea
sonably priced r€ntal units. I think that 
this particular program of 265,000 units 
for housing assistance payments is ab
solutely necessary, and I hope that the 
Senate will resist the suggestio:1 that 
will be made shortly by my friend from 
Wisconsin to reduce that particular item 
in this budget. 

We have another area of disagreement 
which will come to the Senate either by 
way of an amendment or by way of a 
point of order to certain language in this 
appropriations bill, and that is a section 
which the committee, after some vigor
ous debate, voted to reduce the share of 
the States in the general revenues by the 
amount of nearly $700 million. I am not 
going to go into detail on that point at 
this moment, because it will be discussed 
later at length but I wanted to put the 
Senate on notice that there will be a vote 
at some point en the question of the level 
of revenue sharing with the States, and 
this is a matter of vital concern to every 
State in the Union, and every Governor 
of every State I think has been alerted 
to the serious consequences if we do not 
restore the level of revenue sharing 
which was originally contemplated in the 
bill. 

The portions of the bill which deal 
with the Veterans' Administration are, 
of course, of enormous concern to every 
Member of Congress because they deal 
with the commitment of the American 
people· to the men and women who served 
in the Armed Forces and who have given 
a part of their lives in this patriotic 
service. 

It is my philosophy that the veterans 
program should not only aim at com
pensation for the time spent in the 
-armed services and for the hazards and 
hardship that may have been implicit in 
that service, but also for the loss of op
portunities which young Americans nec
essarily experience when they give 2, 3, 
4, 5 years of their most productive parts 
of their lives to military service. 

So I feel we should provide adequately 
for the services which we have com
mitted to the veterans of America. I be
lieve this bill does reflect that kind of 
concern and a fulfillment of that kind of 
promise we have made. 

The bill contains over $20 billion for 
the various programs of the Veterans' 
Administration. This is about $70 million 
above the President's budget request, and 
I think in this instance the judgment of 
the committee is better than the judg-

ment of the administration, because we 
will take account of what we feel are cer
tain needs, certain deficiencies in the 
veterans program, and I think we have 
strengthened the program by providing 
additional funds and additional person
nel to serve the veterans' needs. 

Now I would like to briefly highlight 
some of the major provisions in the HUD 
and related agencies appropriations bill. 

HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

The bill includes $33,637,451,000 in 
budget authority for HUD. This is $4,-
699,750 less than the budget request. 

In a major statement of policy the 
committee took exception to the House 
action which w·ould change the mix of 
assisted housing. The House action would 
federally mandate a national ratio for 
new construction;substantial rehab and 
existing housing. The committee believed, 
as I do, that the Department should 
utilize the local housing assistance plans 
to determine the mix and distribution 
of subsidized housing. The Housing and 
Community Development Act of 1974, as 
amended, specifies that these local plans 
should be used "to the maximum extent 
practicable." The most recent data avail
able to the committee indicates that 27 
States have a need for a larger per
centage of new;rehab units than would 
be permitted by the House action. In 
addition, many cities within the remain
ing 23 States have new;rehab goals 
above the 60 percent target established 
in the House bill. The House action was 
motivated by the belief that it would be 
less costly to meet the housing needs by 
using existing housing rather than by 
constructing new housing. Unfortu
nately, there is not sufficient existing 
housing to meet the need. For example, 
over the last 3 years the net annual loss 
of rental housing has been 2 percent. 
This translates to about 20,000 units lost 
last year. The loss of multifamily housing 
has been largely due to a decline in new 
production of rental units, abandonment 
and foreclosure of older dwellings and 
conversion of rental units to condo
miniums and cooperatives. It is estimated 
that vacancy rates of 5 percent to 9 per
cent are needed to provide normal hous
ing mobility. Currently the Nations rent
al vacancy rate is below 5 percent, with 
an effective rate of 2 percent to 3 percent. 
This is the lowest it has been in 24 years 
for which the Census Bureau has kept 
such statistics. The consequences of this 
housing shortage translate to increased 
competition and demand for the shrink
ing number of existing units which will 
push rents upward and thus, will ulti
mately increase housing costs for the De
oartment. It is important to highlight 
that HOD's multifamily programs are a 
basic force in maintaining the level of 
multifamily starts in this country. The 
most recent estimates are that about 50 
percent of all multifamily activity is di
rectly dependent upon HUD's insurance 
and subsidy programs. Once again, I 
believe that the subcommittee and the 
committee acted wisely in not addl
ttonallv reducing the availability of 
housin~ in an alre!ldy tight housing mar
ket. It is quite clear to me that in order 
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to have a workable assisted housing pro
gram we must depend heavily upon a 
local assessment of suitability and avail
ability of housing. 

In a related issue, the subcommittee 
and the full committee rejected attempts 
to reduce the budget authority for sec
tion 8 assisted housing by $700 million. 
Such a reduction would preclude the 
reservation of approximately 15,000 
housing units in fiscal year 1980. This 
would come on top of an estimated re
duction of 60,000 units already included 
in the President's budget. The admin
istration estimates that in fiscal year 
1979 it will reserve a total of approxi
mately 360,000 units. The fiscal year 1980 
request is estimated by the Department 
to result in a reservation of 300,000 
units-and this estimate is considered 
optimistic by the Congressional Budget 
omce by approximately 34,000 units. A 
further reduction in housing units at 
this time would go completely counter to 
the current trends in the housing 
market. 

The committee has also recommended 
the full budget request of $675 million 
for the urban development action grants 
program. This is $275 million more than 
provided in the House bill. This program, 
authorized under the 1977 Housing and 
Community Development Act, is designed 
to encourage joint public-private ven
tures to combat local, economic and 
physical stress. To date the program has 
been one of HUD's most successful 
efforts, achieving a leverage of 6 to 1. 
For the 398 action grants awarded to 
date over $4.5 billion in private invest
ment has been leveraged on the basis 
of $734 mlllion in Federal funding. Based 
on 181 of these projects a total of $2.2 
billion in increased property value and 
$80 million in property tax have resulted 
In addition, over 170,000 permanent jobs 
will be created through these existing 
projects and more than 78,000 jobs will 
be retained in distressed areas. Data on 
the 192 projects which have housing 
components indicate that over 24,000 
housing units will be constructed and 
almost 27,000 units will be rehabilitated. 

Currently there is a great unmet de-' 
mand for additional funding in thts 
program. HUD's projections indicate 
that requests totaling approximately $1 
billion from 250 large cities are expected 
by September 30, 1979 and requests in ex
cess of $500 million from approximately 
300 smaller cities. In both the subcom
mittee and the full committee amend
ments were offered to reduce the action 
grants program below the amount re
quested. On both these occasions these 
amendments were rejected. If this 
amendment was accepted the estimated 
effect on the program would have been 
as follows: 

It would reduce the number of addi
tional projects that could be started by 
75. 

It would decrease the amount of pri
vate capital that could be levered by 
$775 million. 

It would reduce the number of addi
tional new permanent jobs by over 23,-
400. 

It would reduce the number of hous-

ing units constructed or rehabilitated by 
8,000. 

It is also important to note that the 
pending "pockets of poverty" legisla
tion, would require over $100 million to 
implement, leaving little or no funds to 
meet the demands of distressed cities 
and urban counties had the proposed 
cuts been sustained. 

In addition to the above major actions, 
the committee has also recommended an 
additional $5 million for the troubled 
projects operating subsidy account. This 
important program provides operating 
subsidies for financially troubled multi
family subsidized projects where it can 
be demonstrated that projects are well 
managed or where improvements in 
management will be made. The purpose 
of the program is to insure the financial 
stability of existing rental housing proj
ects and to prevent potential losses to 
the FHA fund resulting from project in
solvency. The $4 million added by the 
committee brings this account up to the 
budget request for fiscal year 1980. 

In another action the committee rec
ommended an increase of $15 million for 
HUD's comprehensive planning grants 
program over the $35 million provided 
by the House. The amount recom
mended, while $10 million above the 
budget request, is $3 million below last 
year's appropriation. The committee 
recognizes that this program is the only 
Federal program which supports com
prehensive planning assistance and that 
such assistance has played a vital role in 
the State and local decisionmaking for 
25 years. These additional funds should 
help the Department to focus on such 
national policy objectives as the elimina
tion of racism and discrimination, the 
development of efficient land settlement 
patterns, and the coordination of Fed
eral funds from all sources. 

The committee also provided $3 million 
for the livable cities program. The ad
ministration had requested $5 million 
for this program but the House failed to 
provide any funding. This program rep
resents an important means of involving 
community-based organizations and the 
nonprofit sector in stimulating urban re
vitalization and in complimenting our ef
forts under the community development 
block grant program and the urban de
velopment action grant program. There 
is no doubt that art projects can be a 
catalyst for neighborhood revitilization, 
can build neighborhood and community 
identity, and expand economic oppor
tunities for low- and moderate-income 
persons. 

The committee also provided an addi
tional $1.3 million above the House for 
HUD's research and technology program. 
With the additional funds provided by 
the Senate this account is still $2,700,000 
below the administration's budget re
quest. The additional funds provided by 
the Senate would, however, allow the De
partment to undertake high priority 
R. & D. activities which would not have 
been performed otherwise. 

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

The committee provided $4,668,142,-
000 for the Environmental Protection 
Agency. This is $441,096,000 less than 
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the budget request and $46,354,000 
greater than the House allowance. For 
salaries and expenses the committee has 
recommended an additional $8,571,000 
above the House. Of this amount $2,571,-
000 was provided for enforcement actions 
against uncontrolled hazardous waste 
sites which pose an imminent hazard to 
public health or the environment. This 
item was not considered by the House. 
The remaining $6 million restores the 
cuts made by the House in personnel 
compensation and benefits. Had these 
funds not been restored EPA would be 
forced to reduce their work force by 245 
work years. This, in effect, would elimi
nate the 237 work-year increase which 
was proposed for all EPA activities. If 
the House cut was sustained it would 
have severely curtailed EPA's ability to 
implement the Toxic Substances Control 
Act. 

In the research and development ac
count the committee has recommended 
full funding for the EPA's critical antici
patory research program. The House saw 
fit to reduce this program $6 million be
low the budget request. The House reduc
tion, if sustained, would have prevented 
the start of five institutional centers of 
excellence, would have slowed the ex
pansion of important research on envi
ronmentally caused cancer and acid rain 
and would have limited support for out
side scientists to propose new and inno
vative approaches to identifying environ
mental problems and solutions. 

Under EPA's abatement, control, and 
compliance account the Senate has rec
ommended additions of $39,783,000 above 
the House. Of this amount, $19,429,000 
and 70 positions was included in a budget 
amendment not considered by the House. 
This budget amendment covers the de
velopment and implementation of a pro
gram to discover, investigate, and take 
action to correct uncontrolled hazard
ous waste sites which are substantially 
endangering public health and the en
vironment. EPA estimates that this 
budget amendment will enable the 
agency to discover and preliminarily in
vestigate up to 500 sites and to fully in
vestigate and take enforcement or other 
remedial action on as many as 70 sites. 
Currently there is no inventory of aban
doned and inactive hazardous waste fa
cilities, and in fact, there is precious lit
tle readily available irdormation on past 
hazardous waste disposal practices. 
Rough preliminary estimates reveal, 
however, that there may be 32,000 to 
50,000 abandoned and inactive hazard
ous waste sites, and as many as 2,000 of 
these sites could pose a significant threat 
to the public health and welfare. In fund
ing this request, the committee realizes 
that this is a first phase of an effort in a 
longer term more intensive program in
volving hazardous waste sites. 

Within the abatement control and 
compliance account the committee has 
also included the full $40 million request 
for the water quality management pro
gram. Under the House cuts of $10 mll
lion some of the agricultural and ground 
water projects to be undertaken in this 
program would not be funded. The De
partment's $40 mlllion request for this 
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program was already $12 million below 
last year's level of funding. It is quite 
clear that much needs to be done in this 
area to prepare local management agen
cies to adopt management practices 
suited to specific water quality problems 
and to develop ordinances and technical 
information which will sustain legal 
challenges. 

The committee has also restored the 
$5.6 million cut by the House for air con
trol grants. The Clean Air Act Amend
ments of 1977 have increased the respon
sibility of State and local air control 
agencies to develop and submit imple
mentation plans to meet ambient air 
quality standards in nonattainrnent 
areas. As a result, almost all States must 
submit new plans which require exten
sive State and local agency planning. The 
preparation of such plans place a sub
stantial drain on State and local re
sources. It was the committee's belief 
that failure to restore the House cuts 
would impede the development or ap
proval of these plans. The committee 
also restored $4.4 million for the under
ground injection control grants program. 
The committee did not agree with the 
House action which recommended a cut 
of almost 60 percent in the $7.8 million 
request for this program. 

In the construction grants area the 
committee recommended a funding level 
of $3.4 billion. This is $400 million below 
the budget request and $800 million be
low the 19'i9 level. Members of the com
mittee expressed concern about the un
obligated balances in this account and 
included language in the committee re
port noting that legislation is currently 
being considered which wlll provide a 
two-tier system of funding. The report 
further notes that the committee "would 
be prepared to look sympathetically on a 
supplemental appropriation which would 
be designed to restore full second-tier 
funding" for those States that have suc
ceeded in obligating their full entitle
ment of funds under this account. Last 
year, the President announced a 10-year, 
$45 billion program to help clean up our 
Nation's rivers and streams. There is no 
question that we have a tremendous task 
in front of us and it is important that we 
resolve any difficulties that may exist in 
the administration and funding of the 
construction grants program in order 
that we may move ahead rapidly. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

Within the hazard mitigation and dis
aster assistance account of the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency, the 
committee has provided $6,114,000 and 49 
positions for the National Fire Academy. 
The budget request for the Academy was 
signed by the President after the House 
had acted on the bill. The National Fire 
Academy wtll conduct courses in fire loss 
prevention, fire science technology and 
in other management and technical areas 
having to do with flre control and loss 
reduction. Fires in the United States 
cause almost 9,000 deaths annually and 
result in property loss of over $20 bil
lion. I personally look forward to the 
Academy's leadership in this area to re
duce the loss and human suffering asso
ciation with fires of all type, whether ac
cidental or deliberate. 

NASA 

Mr. President, in a recent article by 
Arthur C. Clarke, the great science 
writer, entitled "The Best Is Yet To 
Corne," he makes the following profound 
and thoughtful observations concerning 
the future of our space program: 

We have bequeathed the solar system to 
our chlldren, not our great-grandchildren, 
and they will be duly thankful. At the very 
least, this gift wlll enable them to look back 
on such transient crises as energy and mate
rial shortages with amused incredulity. 

For the resources of the universe that is 
now opening up are, by all human standards, 
infinite. There are no limits to growth 
among the stars. Unfortunately, there ls a 
tragic mismatch between our present needs 
and our capab111t1es. The conquest of space 
wlll not arrive soon enough to save milllons 
!rom leading starved and stunted lives. 

Thus it is all the more urgent that we 
exploit to the utmost the marvelous tools 
that space technology has already given us. 
Even now, few Americans realize that the 
skills, materials and instruments their engi
neers devised on the road to the moon have 
pa.ld tor themselves many times over, both 
in hard cash and in human welfare. 

The NASA budget as presented to 
Congress was a unique one, but unfor
tunately its uniqueness was due to the 
fact that there were no new starts rec
ommended for this vital program. The 
program can stand this perhaps for 1 
year, but I earnestly hope that when we 
are presented with the budget next year 
it is not again one which includes no 
new starts. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to note, 
however, that the recommendations 
adopted by the committee do include 
items, which although not new starts, 
are initiatives which will surely demon
strate the truth of Clarke's statement 
that "the best is yet to come." 

The committee's recommendation for 
NASA is $1.5 million below _the budget 
request. but the committee has recom
mended some changes in the estimate. 

It has included an additional $4 mil
lion for the variable cycle engine pro
gram which will allow us to begin the 
demonstration of the va.ris:ble cycle pro
pulsion concept, which is extremely 
important not only for the second gen
eration of supersonic aircraft, but also 
important to subsonic flight. This par
ticular item, which has been strongly 
supported by the authorizing commit
tees, is the most advanced aeronautical 
propulsion system ever worked on. 

The committee is recommending an 
unbudgeted $2 million for the multi
spectral resources sampler, a pointable 
remote sensing instrument that will 
obtain high resolution segments of Earth 
resources data. We need to initiate this 
in order to minimize the num1ber of 
satellites in future systems, and this 
technology will result in an instrument 
with less complexity and hence lower 
cost and higher reliability. 

We are recommending $4 million for 
the National Oceanic Satellite System 
<NOSS> . This is a follow up to the SEA 
SAT program. The system is designed to 
provide ocean condition data on an 
operational basis, similar to weather 
data received from the operational 
weather satellites. NASA will develop the 
space system and other agencies, mainly 
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the National Oceanic Atmosphere Ad
ministration and the Department of De
fense, will provide for the ground system. 

The most graphic illustration of the 
need for the additional $5 million the 
committee recommends for advance 
rotorcraft technology is a graph which 
appeared in the NASA task force report 
on advanced rotorcraft technology 
which shows that through 1976 free 
world helicopter production was 84 per
cent U.S. designed, whereas the current 
forecast of free world helicopter produc
tion, 1977 to 1983, shows a U.S. design 
percentage figure of 62 percent. Unless 
we do something now the Europeans, 
who have caught up to us in this tech
nology, will surpass us with an obvious 
adverse effect on our balance-of-pay
ments, and of course, the jobs involved 
with the production of helicopters. 

Mr. President, the technology NASA 
has developed over the years, as pointed 
out in Clarke's article, has greatly af
fected our daily lives. On a very current 
topics, energy, the committee has recom
mended $2 million for energy technology, 
identification, and verifl~ation. Simply, 
this money will be used by NASA to 
identify technology that they have de
veloped which may be applicable to our 
energy needs. 

Mr. President, because we desire to 
stay within the President's budget these 
additions are off-set by reductions to 
programs which will not be harmed by a 
minor adjustment. I would like to point 
out at this point, and ernl.Jhasize, that 
NASA's budget was severely cut on its 
trip through the Office of Management 
and Budget <OMB). OMB cut the over
all NASA request by $208,200,000, includ
ing cuts to items added by the committee. 

The overall recommendation will pro
vide for the entire request for the 
shuttle, NASA's major development ob
jective. We are also providing for the 
continued development of the space 
telescope, the Galileo mission, and the 
international solar polar mission. 

Mr. President, I would again like to 
express the hope that future years will 
be better ones for NASA, and with the 
lOth anniversary of the Moon walk we 
will commit ourselves to this program, 
mainly and especially because of the ap
plications it will have to better our lives 
on Earth. Let me refer to the account by 
Armstrong, Aldrin, and Collins on their 
mission to the Moon when they said: 

It may be that the old astrologers had 
the truth exactly reversed, when they be
lieved that the stars controlled the destinies 
of men. The time may come when men con
trol the destinies of stars. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 

Mr. President, if ever there was a time 
to support basic and applied research, 
such as is done by the National Science 
Foundation, now is such a time. I think 
most of my colleagues have heard from 
groups, both conservative and liberal, 
about the importance of basic research. 
This, of course, is the Foundation's man
date and it is estimated that NSF pro
vides approximately 34 percent of all 
Federal support for basic research going 
to academic institutions. In some fields 
tt provides the dominant share, such as 
69 percent in ground based astronomy, 
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60 percent in environmental sciences, 
and over 50 percent in mathematics and 
engineering. 

Mr. President, more and more we are 
coming to recognize that the path to 
solving so many of our problems is re
search, research, research. I am pleased 
to report that the committee has rec
ommended virtually all of the adminis
tration's requests. It did go along with 
the House by making a minor reduction 
in the scientific activities overseas, spe
cial foreign currency program, but 
otherwise this bill calls for full funding. 

Mr. President, I know that my col
leagues are a ware of the good and vi tal 
work NSF does so I do not think it is 
necessary at this time to detail those 
achievements. Suffice it to say that we 
must continue our efforts in these areas. 

NEIGHBORHOOD RZINVESTMENT CORPORATION 

The committee has also included an 
additional $2.5 million over the House 
allowance for the Neighborhood Re
investment Corporation. The committee 
believes that the Corporation's activi
ties in establishing and supporting 
neighborhood housing services programs 
and preservation projects has paid sig
nificant dividends in the past. 

REVENUE SHARING 

Mr. President, the committee adopted 
an amendment which reduces the States 
allocation of general revenue sharing 
payments by one-third. The amount of 
funds involved in this amendment 
amount to $684 million. It is my position 
that this action by the committee was 
a most unfortunate one and I am pre
pared to offer an amendment to restore 
these funds. However, the amendment 
offered in committee is unquestionably 
legislation and I will be making a point 
of order against it on the basis that legis
lation is not in order on a general appro
priations bill. Subsequent to that time I 
will have more to say about this issue. 

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION 

The bill contains $20,316,624,000 for 
the various programs of the Veterans' 
Administration. This is $70,425,000 above 
the President's budget request. In the 
medical care account the committee has 
recommended concurrence with the 
House figure of $5,671,119,000. This 
amount will provide the funding for an 
additional 3,800 personnel during fiscal 
year 1980. At the end of fiscal year 1978 
the VA staffing in the medical care area 
amounted to approximately 185,000 per
son years. At the end of fiscal year 1979 
it is estimated that this will drop to 
around 181,000. This result is an actual 
decrease of around 3,700 staff years. The 
committee's action in providing the 3,800 
staff years will serve to offset this re
duction. The VA intends to use 1,500 
staff years to remedy staffing deficiencies 
in their field operations, 1,000 staff years 
to provide additional services where 
workloads have increased, and 1,300 staff 
years to support new facilities. 

The committee has also provided an 
additional $1,823,000 over the Hoqse al
lowance for the vet rep program. The 
committee believes that the outreach 
services provided through this program 
have been particularly useful in inform-

ing ·veterans as to their eligibility for 
benefits. 

The bill also contains $75,090,000 for 
the VA replacement hospital in Balti
more, Md. In its report the committee 
voices it's concern about the future of 
the Fort Howard medical facility in 
Baltimore County. The report states "In 
light of the projected increase in the 
average age of the veteran population, 
the committee urges the VA during this 
interim period to continue to review the 
needs of the health care delivery system 
for veterans in the Baltimore area to in
sure that the VA is appropriately pro
viding for it's health care problems with 
an eye toward keeping the Fort Howard 
facility open." I believe that in these 
days of rising costs, and increasing de
mand for services, it is important that 
we make full use of existing facilities 
as a way of meeting our future needs. 

Mr. President, I will reserve the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I will 
reply just very briefly to my good friend 
from Maryland. 

No matter what his arguments may be 
about how this is a fiscally responsible 
bill as it comes to the floor, and it is 
almost precisely on target with the budg
et resolution, he overlooks the fact that 
supplementals, which we simply cannot 
say no to-and I challenge my good 
friend from Maryland to agree to say 
he would now oppose-are going to come 
up, and they are going to raise by $1.1 
billion the amount provided in this ap-
propriation. · 

The expected requests are for veterans' 
benefits, for disaster relief and for pay 
raise costs. They are, as I say, inevitable; 
they are certain, they are sure, they are 
going to come, they are going to be af
firmed, and the result is we are going to 
be nearly $1.1 billion over the budget 
resolution. 

If, on top of that, the amendment 
which the Senator from Maryland indi
cates he is going to offer to eliminate our 
reduction in revenue sharing-this bill 
contains a $684 million cut. in revenue 
sharing-is agreed to, then we will be 
about $1.7 billion over the mark we 
promised the country about 2 months ago 
we would try to adhere to in this one 
budget. 

I think it has been the experience of 
Members of the Senate that this is typi
cal. I have talked to the Senator from 
Maine <Mr. MusKIE) about this, and the 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON), 
and they are extremely concerned. I 
think most Senators have received a 
letter from them calling their attention 
to what is happening here. 

I think the Senator from Maryland 
has made a marvelous argument for the 
programs funded by this bill. I am en
thusiastically with him on this. We 
would like to be more generous. We 
would like to go higher if we possibly 
could. But I think we have to recognize 
we have a very clear responsibility to this 
country with respect to inflation. The 
overwhelming majority of the American 
people feel, and I think they are right 
about it, that excessive Federal spending 
is one important element-not the only 
one, but one important element--in the 

rise in prices, in keeping them as high 
as they are, and in keeping Government 
big, burdensome, and often as inefficient 
as it is. 

For that reason, Mr. President, I do 
hope we will resist any additional bur
dens that will be imposed, and I hope 
Senators will do their best to support 
whatever measures are offered-if there 
are such measures-to reduce what is in 
the budget. 

Incidentally, I expect to offer an 
amendment to do that. I am very hope
ful that I can win majority support in 
cutting $700 million for assisted housing. 
We were not successful in the commit
tee, and it is going to be an uphill battle 
on the floor. That is all the more reason 
why it is very important that we resist 
the effort to restore the $684 million the 
committee cut in revenue sharing. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. I think the Senator from 
Maryland may want to call up his 
amendment now or take some other ac
tion with regard to revenue sharing. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, first of 
all let me just say to my chairman and 
to other Members of the Senate that we 
are all concerned about the necessity for 
fiscal restraint. But I think that the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin is 
stating the case in too stark terms. He 
says we are below but close to the first 
concurrent resolution, and he is, of 
course, absolutely right. We afe $44 mil
lion below the first concurrent resolu
tion, which, in dealing with figures of this 
size, is about as close as you can get to 
complying with the strictures of the res
olution. 

But what he does not explain to the 
Senate is that this is the first concurrent 
budget resolution. The Budget Commit
tee is pragmatic. It understands that not 
all of the assumptions it makes when it 
begins a budget cycle are necessarily go
ing to work out, and in this case, as I 
have already pointed out, the assump
tions did prove to be in error, and there
fore, in accordance with the regular 
practice of the Budget Committee, there 
will be another concurrent resolution 
somewhere later in the year, and it will 
contemplate the very needs which the 
Senator from Wisconsin has accurately 
predicted will arise. 

I agree with him absolutely that there 
are going to be some other means which 
will arise in the general areas that are 
covered by this legislative bill, and the 
Budget Committee will assess those 
needs, and the Senate will then pass 
u.t:on it, and then we will be at that time 
under a new legislative mandate to ad
dress the provision of the funds to meet 
those needs. 

So while I think it is a prudent thing 
always to look ahead and see what kind 
of problems lie down the road, I think 
you do not want to look so far ahead 
that we become paralyzed and not be 
able to deal with the problems that are 
immediately ahead of us. 

We do not want to be like the farmer 
with the load of hay who saw a bridge 
way, way down the road that looked so 
narrow to him that he just stopped the 
hay wagon then and there because he 
was sure he could never get that big 
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wagon through that narrow bridge. Had 
he gotten up to where he sav.· it in close 
view. instead of in distant perspective. 
he would have seen there was plenty of 
room on that bridge for two or three 
hay wagons to pass without any 
difficulty. 

I think that is the kind of trap that 
we want to avoid here today. Let us 
deal with the problems that are before 
us now. And there are real problems. 
The cities of America are, I think, mak· 
ing gallant and a valiant effort to 
revitalize middle America. Certainly I 
am extremely proud of what the city of 
Baltimore has done, and largely on its 
own initiative. The ideas and the crea
tivity have come largely from within 
the city. The mayor of Baltimore, Bill 
Schaefer, has been largely the sparkplug 
for that revitalization of Baltimore. 

But I say to you, Mr. President, the 
cities of America cannot do it alone. 
They have to provide their own initia· 
tive. vitality, and creativity, but they 
need the Federal Government to help 
bring those ideas to realization, to make 
it work. 

That is all I am suggesting we should 
be doing in this bill: providing that 
absolutely vital element of help to make 
it work, so that the cities can do what 
they need to do for themselves. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if 
the Senator will yield, I would like to 
call to the.attention of the Senator from 
Maryland and other Senators the results 
we have had with the fantastic increase 
we have provided in funds for our cities. 

In the last 20 years, the Federal Gov
ernment has increased the amount of 
spending in cities from $2 billion a year 
to $85 billion a year. A Brookings Insti
tution study indicates that back in 
1957, the Federal Government contrib
uted $1 for every $100 the cities raised 
themselves from property twxes and 
other revenues. Today the Federal Gov
ernment contributes almost as much as 
the cities raise themselves. 

The Senator might ask, "Well, what is 
wrong with that, if our cities are doing 
well?" 

A study by Dr. Richard Nathan of the 
Brookings Institution indicated, just 
about 6 weeks ago, that on the basis of 
three objective criteria, jobs, housing, 
and the cost of living, the cities are do
ing worse. 

Of course, that is not universally true. 
The Sun Belt cities, such as Houston and 
some others in the southern part of our 
country, may be doing a little bit better; 
but the overwhelming majority of the 
cities, including the cities of the North
east, the Midwest, and elsewhere, are 
doing a good deal worse. 

We are not solving this problem by just 
throwing more and more money at the 
cities. Some people may argue that the 
cities would have been doing even worse 
if we had not spent the money. I am not 
sure that is true. But we should be very 
hesitant about continuing or increasing 
the community support programs funded 
through this bill. I am not going to offer 
an amendment to change the UDAG 
figure. Perhaps other Senators will. But 
this bill, as I have pointed out, provides 
a 70-percent increase in 1 year for UDAG, 
from $400 million to $625 million. 

We are 70 percent over the House in 
the UDAG program. That is a mammoth 
increase in spending for our cities in 
that particular area. I think we ought to 
put in perspective this notion that we are 
going ahead with a simpatico program 
that is going to be of help. The program 
has hurt the taxpayers and increased in
flation, but it has not done very much 
for our cities. It is not working. 

We need some hard, thoughtful, in
telligent programs that do not cost so 
much, necessarily, btit will do the job. 
If we simply move ahead as we have in 
the past, and give more and more money 
to these programs that are not working, 
it seems to me we are not performing as 
we should. 

If the Senator wants to offer an 
amendment to actually raise the huge 
amount we are spending in our cities, I 
will be interested in hearing his pro· 
posal. I assume that is the first amend· 
ment we will have up. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Before we get to that. 
the Senator has quoted Dr. Richard 
Nathan. He is a very persuasive witness, 
in my book; I have known him for many 
years, and I have high regard for his 
knowledge. I do not think I would have 
any quarrel with his conclusions, because 
it is obvious that cities in many parts of 
the country are in trouble. 

Again I would like to point to the ex
ample of Baltimore, where we have had 
a maximum of local initiatives with Fed
eral assistance, which is working out in a 
very successful way. Not everything is 
perfect by a long shot. but there is are
markable movement in Baltimore; and 
I will take this opportunity to invite the 
Senator from Wisconsin to come to Bal· 
timore with me, and we will take a look 
at some oi those projects. I would remind 
the Senator that Baltimore is the gas
tronomical capital of the Union; we will 
have dinner, we will have Chesapeake 
Bay seafood, and the Senator will see, 
I think, that there is a good urban at
mosphere developing in the city of Balti
more, which is the thing that has been 
missing in American cities for so many 
years. 

But why has it been missing? Con
sider the magnitude of the problem that 
the cities of America have faced. There 
has been a migration in this country of 
between 20 million and 30 million agrar
ian workers, who have come to the cities 
of the North. This is one of the greatest 
migrations of human beings in the his
tory of the human race. 

There has been very little written about 
it; oh, there have been some stories about 
the "chicken bone special" which runs 
on a regular run from the South to the 
cities of the North, but we have had one 
history. Twenty million to 30 million 
of the greatest human migrations in 
history. Twenty million to 30 million 
people who, over a relatively short span 
of time, have moved from the agrarian 
South into the urban North, and this has 
presented the cities of this country with 
social and economic strains that were 
incredible. I think, as historians look 
back on this period of American history, 
they are going to wonder that the cities 
did as well as they did. It has been an 
extraordinary kind of scene. 

So I think this is not the time to cut 

back on our support for cities, but rather 
to encourage them to go forward. 

The Senator has raised the question 
o.f UDAG. I think it is an interesting case 
study in exactly the sort of thing we are 
talking about. If you put in $275 million 
for the urban development action grants 
program, you get a very different kind of 
result because the leverage in UDAG is 
about 6 to 1. For an investment of $125 
million, we could get 75 additional proj
ects, but for $275 million we get 175. 

What does that mean in terms of 
stimulation of the economy? For $125 
million, we would provide leverage of 
$775 million in private investment, but 
for the larger sum we would get $1.7 bil
lion in private investment. That would 
mean if we provide the full request of 
$275 million over the House amount we 
would create about 50,000 additional 
jobs, produce over 17,000 new or reha
bilitated housing units. This is the very 
kind of encouragement that the cities 
need in terms of private investment. This 
is what I think we should provide for in 
the appropriations process. 

Mr. President, I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Who yields time to the Senator? 
Mr. PROXMffiE. How much time does 

the Senator wish? 
Mr. MOYNIHAN. Ten minutes will be 

more than enough. 
Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield 10 minutes. I 

am sure the Senator will support my 
position. I yield 10 minutes to the Sena
tor from New York. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from New York is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I thank the Chair 
and I thank our distinguished chairman, 
who has been such a good friend of my 
city of New York and of cities throughout 
this Nation. 

I rise to suggest that 10 minutes is 
more than sufficient for the purpose that 
I require, which is to say that I will be 
supporting the amendment restoring 
revenue sharing funds which our friend, 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Maryland, has submitted on behalf of a 
group of us. 

I would like to make a simple point, 
which is that one of the things which we 
do not do well in our country, at least in 
some respects, at this level of Govern
ment, is staying with an adopted policy. 

A most recent example of this kind of 
almost fecklessness is that we have no 
more than resolved that we will reduce 
the Federal deficit to a manageable or 
nonexistent level over a period of 2% 
years and that we will restrain new 
initiativeness, but suddenly we hear talk 
of a tax cut coming from both sides of 
the atsle. 

Another thing we do not do well is 
when we experiment, as we frequently 
do, and we have been experimenting for 
most of American politics, we have great 
difficulty undoing or discarding, or ac-
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cepting, experiments that do not succeed 
and letting them go. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Will the Senator yield 
at that point? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I yield. 
Mr. MATHIAS. I think that is an ex

tremely important point. 
If a great corporation tries a new prod

uct line and it fails, tihe public does not 
buy it, it does not make economic sense, 
it is just written off in a quarterly report 
as a line that did not sell and there is no 
big deal about it. They say, "We are 
sorry, tlhe dividend is off a few pennies 
this quarter but we are going to do other 
research, we are going to go on with 
other things." Nobody gets terribly ex
cited about that. It is done by General 
Motors, General Electlric, and Westing
house. WhY is there reason to believe 
that the Government, which is not any 
more immune from making error than 
the corporate world, will not also have 
this kind of experiment failure? 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. There is no reason 
at all, and it does. The great p~oblem in 
Government is that experiments, once 
begun, tend to perpetuate interests which 
far exceed what they should be. A good 
example is the flood plain management 
of the Federal Government. It has been 
disastrous for several years, but it seems 
likely to go on for a full century of 
calamity. But the most bizarre thing is 
that when we do come upon a program 
that does work and works very well, 
some almost perverse instinct tells us 
this is the place to cut whenever the 
mood is upon us to reduce expenditures. 

One of the reasons revenue sharing is 
under attack is that it works. It is not 
attacked, per se, because it works, but, 
ratJher, because it works, it is attackable. 
Let me explain tJhis in a simple irony. 
Revenue sharing is simple, it is easy to 
understand, its benefits are conspicuous 
and direct, and it has created no bu
reaucracy. There is no bureau of revenue 
sharing. It is very small. It takes up 
about 5 percent of the time of an As
sistant Secretary of the Treasury, who 
does it beautifully. 

It has not created a large Federal es
tablishment. One more harmonious fact: 
Because it was done for the precise rea
son that we did not want more large Fed
eral establishments to transfer resources, 
it is widely accepted. It is beautifully effi
cient, and, therefore, it is attackable, un
like those endless prehistoric bureauc
racies that inhabit the stygian glooms of 
the lower reaches of our departments like 
some still persisting paleolithic orga
nism. 

Remember why we developed revenue 
sharing. There were two reasons: One, 
we found that it was the nature of the 
Federal fisc and the progressivity of 
the income tax that for every 1-percent 
increase in GNP the Federal revenues 
increased by about 1% percent. That 1-
percent increase in GNP generates about 
a 1-percent increase in demand for gov
ernment around the country, 1 percent 
more cars meaning 1 percent more roads, 
that kind of tlhing. But the revenues of 
local governments and State govern
m:mts often fare at no more than unity 
and sometimes fare at less than unity. 
So as success drew power to Washington 
the Federal system was getting out of 
balance by virtue of its very success. 

So we hit upon revenue sharing as a 
means for returning some measure of 
it. It has been successful. It ought not 
to be held against this measure that it 
has been successful. It will be held 
against us, if we should now. in a wholly 
inappropriate way, decide to discontinue 
or cut this program. We are not going to 
discontinue it. 

I would remind my friend, the Sena
tor from Wisconsin, that any number of 
State legislatures have already closed 
out the year and have gone home, and 
they have put in their budgets money 
that was expected under revenue shar
ing. It attains a condition of entitlement 
that the State and local governments 
know is coming to them. If it turns out 
to be a sum in response to whatever 
erratic enthusiasm seizes the Appropri
ations Committee, we will have spoiled 
one of the finest instruments ever sus
taining federalism that was achieved 
during this decade. We do not have that 
much to show for the 1970's. For 
heaven's sake, let us not wreck one of 
the really fine pieces of in tergovern
mental exchange machinery which we 
have created. It seems to me to be an 
important point. 

Mr. President, I am pleased to join 
Senator MATHIAS in the sponsoring of 
the amendment to restore the full fund
ing of general revenue sharing to the 
States. I believe the action taken in the 
Appropriations Committee to be hasty 
and untimely. Hasty because the Senate 
Finance Committee, which has jurisdic
tion over the authorizing legislation, has 
not held hearings on this matter. These 
hearings are to be held in 1980, when the 
current authorizing legislation for all 
revenue sharing, not just States' share, 
expires. At that time, the entire program 
should be evaluated. 

The action is also untimely, because 
we will be indiscriminately reducing pay
ments to the States just at a time when 
the economy is heading toward a reces
sion. It i&. well known that because of 
their dependence on sales and real es
tate taxes, States, and localities suffer 
more during recessions. Indeed, many of 
our cities have not yet recovered from 
the last recession, and look to both the 
State and Federal Government for as
sistance in maintenance of essential 
services. In recognition of this, just this 
week the Finance Committee reported 
out a bill establishing a standby coun
tercyclical revenue sharing program to 
provide States and cities with additional 
funds when the recession occurs. In tak
ing this action, the Appropriations 
Committee will have undone the actions 
of the Finance Committee, leaving many 
areas little or no better off than they 
were. 

The justification for the committee's 
action is the tax reductions enacted in 19 
States since January 1978, and the 
budget surpluses that some States are 
alleged to have. However, for many 
States, including my own, whose tax 
rates are among the highest in the Na
tion and which rates inhibit local eco
nomic growth and development, such tax 
cuts were long overdue. A tax founda
tion study notes that State and local in
come tax collections rose 59 percent be
tween 1971 and 1976. 

Further, although the Federal income 
tax bite has remained relatively constant 
over the last two decades, State and local 
income taxes measured as a percentage 
of personal income has tripled. Concur
rently, the States have become more de
pendent on revenue sharing. The States 
got 23 percent of their general revenues 
from the Federal Government prior to 
the enactment of general revenue shar
ing. By 1976, this figure was up to 28 per
cent. It is logical to conclude that with
out this revenue sharing, there would 
have been even further increases in 
State income taxes. 

The committee report also suggests 
that States are awash with billions of 
surpluses while the Federal Government 
is impoverished. This is a myth that 
would make CPA's shudder. At least part 
of this surplus arises from differences in 
bookkeeping methods. Many States are 
constitutionally required to maintain a 
balanced budget in their general funds. 
Hence, surpluses in these funds are a 
common phenomenon. At the end of its 
1978 fiscal year even New York had a 
surplus of $5 million in this fund. How
ever, the States also have capital funds, 
where all their debt is reflected. The debt 
does not count as an offset to the surplus 
that these States show. For New York, 
this was $4 bill1on. How much would our 
Federal deficit be reduced, if not elimi
nated, if its accounting method paral
leled that of the States-if debt incurred 
to finance Federal buildings and high
wa.ys, for tanks and destroyers, for planes 
and missiles, were not counted in our 
deficit. 

All of this was confirmed by a January 
1979 study of the Joint Economic Com
mittee which concluded: 

The surplus that now exists in State and 
local budgets ts not all it's cracked up to be, 
once appropriate adjustments are ma.de in 
the data, and even then it is probably a tran
sitory phenomenon • • • the surplus always 
seems to bounce around in the short run. 
It may rtse today, but it seems llkely to !all 
tomorrow. Thts ts another reason !or not 
altering pollcy judgments o! underlying fis
cal or economic needs because o! short-term 
bulges in the surplus. 

Mr. President, I urge us for once not to 
act precipitously in these matters and to 
defer any decisions until the matter can 
be fully explored. 

I thank my friend from Wisconsin 
for his close attention. He knows that 
we are right in principle. I hope he can 
be persuaded to follow us in practice. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FoRD) . The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, follow
ing the eloquent remarks of the dis
tinguished Senator from New York, I 
think it is appropriate to put to the 
Senate the issue that he has been illumi
nating. That is the question of the level 
of revenue sharing. This is a critical 
question for Governors, for State gov
ernments, for people all over the country. 
It is a critical question because there 
has been a certain degree of reliance 
upon the levels of revenue sharing. To 
alter those levels at this point would be 
to shake confidence 1n the whole system 
of revenue sharing and in the philosophy 
which induced us originally to create 
the system of revenue sharing. 

I know it can be said, and I predict 
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that my friend from Wisconsin will say 
it, that the Federal Government is run
ning a deficit and that the State gov
ernments are running in the black, and, 
therefore, they ought to be helping us 
rather than the Federal Government 
helping them, I think you have to be 
very, very careful about that argument, 
because that can be an apples-and
oranges comparison. The method of ac
counting can make a very great differ
ence as to whether they use red ink or 
black ink. 

The Federal Government, prudently, 
discounts its capital investments in pre
paring its annual fiscal reports. The 
enormous public works projects, of enor
mous value, incalculable value, acquired 
every year by the Federal Government do 
not show up as revenues or as increases 
in our revenues. Yet practically every 
State in the Union-! cannot testify to 
every one of the 50, but I understand 
it is common State practice to include 
the capital side of the account in cal
culating whether there is or is not a 
State deficit. 

If the States were to operate on the 
Federal principle or if the Federal Gov
ernment were to operate on the State 
principle, I think we might find a very 
different view of what the real fiscal 
situation of the country is. So I do not 
think we can say, just blithely, that there 
is no need for revenue sharing in the 
States. 

But even if that argument would hold 
water, to suddenly and drastically reduce 
revenue sharing would be, a breach of 
faith with the people of the country who 
have been led to expect this as an on
going program. 

That does not mean we cannot change 
it. It does not mean it cannot be cut off 
totally some day if conditions require 
that it be cut off. But it should not be 
cut off at a point of time when there is 
not adequate lead in which local and 
State governments can prepare them
selves for other means of financing the 
vi tal services of government. 

We have two means of approaching 
this problem, Mr. President. One is by 
way of an amendment, which Mr. BAKER, 
Mr. MOYNIHAN, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. BRAD
LEY, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. PERCY, Mr. McCLURE, 
Mr. GARN, and Mr. HAYAKAWA have all in
dicated they are anxious to cosponsor. 
However, it occurs to me that there is 
another way to approach it, which is 
preferable, from a parliamentary point 
of view. That is to note that the lan
guage by which the Senator from Wis
consin would reduce revenue sharing is 
subject to a point of order. 

I think we should address ourselves to 
that P<?int of order and by supporting 
the ~omt of order, by opposing any 
question of germaneness which the Sen
ator from Wisconsin may raise, we shall 
negate his reduction of revenue sharing 
and we shall restore the sum of $684,-
000,000 to the revenue sharing fund a 
sum which is vital to the operation' of 
the States of the Union. 

Does the Senator from Kentucky wish 
some time? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

yield 1 minute to the Senator from Ken
tucky. 

Mr. FORD. Mr. President, I am com
pelled to ask for a minute to express my 
strong support for the amendment which 
restores the $684 million which the Sen
ate Appropriations Committee cut from 
the general revenue-sharing allotment 
to the States. I join my distinguished 
colleague from New York when he says 
we always want to cut from the projects 
that are working and continue those 
which are not. I say that this is one that 
I believe is working. I support his re
marks. 

I certainly can appreciate the rationale 
behind the recommendation for this 
spending reduction, because there is not 
a Member of this body who is not attuned 
to the demand for fiscal responsibility in 
the expenditure of Federal tax dollars. 

Time and time again, I have joined 
in supporting proposals that would help 
us accomplish that goal. But, Mr. Presi
dent, this time I cannot go along because 
this is one of the few Federal programs 
that I can confidently say is working and 
fulfilling the expectations of those who 
created it. 

As Governor of Kentucky from 1971-
74, I saw how this program, through 
both the local and state allotments, 
filled many vital needs in community 
after community across my State. There 
are several other former Governors in 
this Chamber today-and they know as 
I do that the Federal revenue sharing 
program works because it shifts the de
cisionmaking process back to the local 
level where it should be. These are the 
people closest to the situation. They 
'know what their commmunity goals and 
needs are-and they do not need Wash
ington stepping in and pulling rank. 

The general revenue sharing program 
is one program where the average citizen 
feels that he is receiving a good return 
on his Federal tax dollars. Here we have 
a program with no Federal strings at
tached and no Federal bureallcracy with 
which to deal. 

This program has been immensely 
successful and I, for one, do not want to 
see it weakened. Even in the midst of 
this so-called austerity movement, I con
tinue to support the general revenue 
sharing program because I believe in the 
concept on which it is based. 

Instead of aiming our budget-cutting 
scissors at those programs which are 
productive and worthwhile, we should 
be paring those many other prograxns 
which have been shown to be riddled 
with fraud, mismanagement, and waste. 

Shortsighted budget cuts are not the 
answer to our fiscal dilemma. Too many 
good programs-like Federal revenue 
sharing-will suffer irreparable harm. 

Finally, Mr. President, let me say that 
approval of this amendment will not 
mean an increase above the fiscal year 
1979 appropriations. Approval of this 
amendment simply will mean that the 
program will continue to be funded at 
current levels, in concurrence with the 
House of Representatives as well as the 
administration. 

I urge that my colleagues show their 

support for the Federal revenue sharing 
program by casting their vote in favor 
of this amendment. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Kentucky for his sup
port, which has extra force, because of 
his experience as Governor of Kentucky. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
know Senator MusKIE and Senator RIE
GLE both would like to speak as soon as 
they can. 

Mr. MATHIAS. And Senator BAKER. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. They all have de

mands on their time. And Senator BENT
SEN wishes to speak, too. Could the Sen
ators indicate how much time they want 
so we can make it as convenient as pos
sible? 

Mr. RIEGLE. Seven minutes in my 
case. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I think I can perhaps do 
mine in 7 minutes or less. This is an 
opening statement designed to put this 
bill into context with the budget resolu
tion. I think that, given the nature of 
that relationship--

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 
from Michigan permit the Senator from 
Maine to go ahead, because I think his 
comments relate to the overall bill not to 
this specific amendment. ' 

Mr. RIEGLE. Yes; I think it makes 
good sense for him to go ahead. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield whatever ttme 
he may require to the Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished fioor manager of the 
bill and also Senator RIEGLE for their 
understanding. Senator RIEGLE is, of 
course, a member of the Budget Com
mittee and Senator PROXMIRE has been 
very supportive of the objectives of the 
budget process. 

Mr. President, the bill as reported by 
the Appropriations Committee provides 
$71.2 billion in new budget authority. 
Outlays associated with the bill total 
$48.1 billion. 

Under section 302 (b) of the Budget 
Act, the Appropriations Committee 
divides among its subcommittees the 
total budget authority and outlays al
located to the committee under the first 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1980. 
The Appropriations Committee has allo
cated $71.4 billion in budget authority 
and $48.5 billion in outlays to the HUn
Independent Agencies Subcommittee. 

The funds provided by H.R. 4394, plus 
other action completed or underway, put 
the subcommittee $0.2 billion under its 
section 302 <b> budget authority alloca
tion and $0.4 billion under its outlay al
location. However, possible later require
ments which can be anticipated, could 
boost the subcommittee above its 302 (b) 
allocation by $0.9 billion in budget 
authority and $0.6 billion in outlays. This 
outcome would seriously threaten the 
targets in the first budget resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table showing the relation-
ship of this bill and possible later re
quirements be printed in the REcORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD as 
follows: 
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H.R. 4394, HUD/ INDEPENDENT AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS 

BILL-RELATIONSHIP TO SUBCOMMITTEE ALLOCATION 

(In billions of dollars) 

Bud~et 
authonty Outlays 

Subcommittee sec. 302(b) allocation ______ _ 71.4 48. 5 
Action completed or underway ___ ____________ __ 17.6 
H.R. 4394-- ------------ ------ ------ 71.2 30.5 

Amount over<+> or under(-) subcom-
- . 2 -.4 mittee allocation ---- - - - - ------------ - -

Possible later requirements: 
Function 450: Disaster relief_ ________ • 2 . 1 
Function 700 : Veterans compensa-

tion cost-of-livin& increase _________ • 7 0 . 7 
Unallocated: October 1979 pay raises __ • 2 . 2 

Total, possible later requirements __ +1.1 +1.0 

Possible amount over<+> or under(-) 
subcommittee allocation. - - ---------- __ . 9 .6 

<Mr. FORD asswned the chair.) 
Mr. MUSKIE. The details are spelled 

out in that table, Mr. President, and I 
shall be glad to go over them specifi
cally, if Members wish. 

Because of the potential threat of this 
bill to the budget targets, I must oppose 
it as reported by the Appropriations 
Committee. I will vote for it only if 
amendments are adopted by the Senate 
which reduce the bill's cost enough to 
eliminate the subcommittee's potential 
overage. 

I understand that the distinguished 
floor manager of this bill <Mr. PROX
MIRE) will sponsor an amendment to 
reduce the funding for assisted housing 
by $0.7 billion-to the level asswned in 
the first budget resolution. 

While this amendment will not com
pletely eliminate the HUD Subcommit
tee's potential budget overage, it will sub
stantially reduce it. Therefote, I support 
this amendment and urge all Senators 
to do the same. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, I urge 
Senators to join me in opposing any 
amendments to increase funding for any 
program in this bill unless such amend
ments include compensating reductions 
in other programs. 

The likelihood that the BUD/ Inde
pendent Agencies Subcommittee will ex
ceed its section 302 <b> allocation leads 
me to point out, as I have in connection 
with previous appropriations bills, that 
we now have several appropriations sub
committees that are likely to exceed 
their 302'<b> allocations. 

Further, it is likely that other sub
committees will exceed their allocations. 
And it appears very unlikely that the 
remaining subcommittees will have suffi
cient surpluses within their 302 (b) allo
cations to compensate for these excesses. 

It now appears that the Appropria
tions Committee may exceed the amount 
allocated to it in the first budget reso
lution by $6 billion in budget authority 
and almost $5 billion in outlays when 
all the regular appropriations bills and 
the fiscal year 1980 supplemental re
quirements are taken into account. As a 
result of these appropriations excesses, 
the fiscal year 1 Q80 deficit may increase 
by almost $3 billion. 

I recognize that this situation is to a 
large degree caused by the failure of 
other committees to realize savings as
sumed in the first budget resolution. 

CXXV-1326-Part 16 

For example, $0.2 billion of the po
tential HUD Subcommittee overage is 
due to the failure of the Veterans Affairs 
Committee to report legislation reform
ing veterans entitlement programs. The 
first budget resolution assumed savings 
of this magnitude from such legislation. 

As a result, the Appropriations Com
mittee must provide $0.2 billion in fund
ing that was not included in its cross
walk under the first budget resolution. 

Mr. President, I have sent letters to 
other committees reminding them of 
their responsibility to report legislation 
reducing the cost of programs in their 
jurisdiction. 

However, the Appropriations Commit
tee cannot be held harmless for the 
failure of authorizing committees to 
achieve savings in entitlement programs. 

I can understand the reluctance of the 
Appropriations Committee to act as the 
fall guy when other committees do not 
do the job called for by the budget reso
lution. But the Appropriations Commit
tee alone has the power to do the job 
shirked by other committees. 

For example, if the budget resolution 
calls for savings in an entitlement pro
gram which are not reported by the au
thorizing committee, the Appropriations 
Committee has two choices. 

First, it can find compensating reduc
tions in more directlv controllable pro
grams by including legislative language 
in aopropriation bUls. 

The committee took this latter course 
of action in this bill in reducing the cost 
of the general revenue sharing program. 
While I generally oppose such action be
cause it invades the prerogatives of au
thorizing committees, I regretfully come 
to the conclusion that no other course 
of action is available if a;uthorizing com
mittees refuse to carry out their respon
sibilities to enforce the Congressional 
Budget. 

Mr. President, I wish to point out that 
two programs which I sponsored and I 
have strongly supported over the years 
would be funded in this bill at levels 
which I consider undersirably low. 

The first of these programs is the 
general revenue sharing program, which 
the full committee cut bv $0.7 billion. 
In my mind such a reduction amounts to 
reneging on a Federal commitment to 
the States. 

The second program is the EPA waste
water treatment construction grant pro
gram. This bill funds this program at a 
level $0.4 billion less than was requested 
by the President and asswned in the first 
budget resolution, and $1.6 billion less 
than the estimated need when we last 
reauthorized the program in 1978. This 
level of funding could seriously slow our 
national commitment to clean up our 
Nation's waterways. 

However, Mr. President, my strong 
concern over the proposed appropriation 
level in this bill for these programs is 
offset by my even stronger concern over 
the tight budgetary situation in which 
the Congress finds itself. While I regret 
that important and needed programs 
such as State revenue sharing and waste
water treatment plants should fall victim 
to spending excesses elsewhere in the 
budget, I will not attempt t::> add to the 

already too high fiscal year 1980 budget 
deficit by proposing an amendment to 
increase the funding for these programs. 

As I have said time and time again, 
bringing Federal spending under control 
and balancing the Federal budget will 
not be easy. It is not simply a matter of 
cutting out a few programs that are 
clearly unnecessary or wasteful. 

It means making deep and painful 
sacrifices in each and every area of Fed
eral activity. Each of us here must accept 
such sacrifices in programs which we 
hold near and dear, or we will never get 
this budget under control. 

One closing observation, Mr. Presi
dent. Next week the Budget Committee 
begins markup of the second budget reso
lution. CBO's estimates indicate already 
that budget authority will be $9 billion 
in excess of the first budget resolution, 
not counting these excesses which I have 
been talking about here this morning. 

It looks as though the deficits of the 
second budget resolution will approach 
$35 billion to $40 billion. The Senate will 
remember that after the conference on 
the first budget resolution we had re
duced the deficit to $23 billion. We are 
unlikely to be able to reduce the deficit to 
a figure below that of 1979, the way we 
are going, and the way the economy is 
headed. 

So, Mr. President, I want Senators to 
understand, they may challenge my 
numbers, they may challenge the as
sumptions, they may disagree with my 
conclusions, but I would find myself re
miss if I waited until after the fact, 
after markup of the second budget reso
lution, to inform the Senate our deficit 
had climbed $10 billion to $12 billion. 

Mr. President, I think the Senate 
would find that unacceptable. I think 
they would hold me responsible for not 
warning them in advance. 

This constitutes such a warning, and 
if it means I must sacrifice my vote on 
two programs to which I have made a 
deep commitment over many years, so 
be it. 

I must not only warn the Senate, but 
I must also set an example. I am going 
to do my best in the consideration of 
this bill before us today. 

What I have had to say is not deni
gration of the position of Senator PRox
MIRE. He is as unhappy with aspects of 
this pending bill as I am, I take it, and 
he is going to offer an amendment to 
reduce the housing by $700 million. That 
is an expression of his concern which 
parallels mine. 

I simply want to indicate my support 
for that amendment and my effort, wher
ever my vote can make a difference, to 
hold down any increases in the present 
bill and to support decreases. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

warmly commend the Senator from 
Maine for doing what he has done so 
often. I hope and pray what he is saying 
will be heeded by Members of the Senate. 

What he is telling us, as I understand 
it, is that unless we hold down spending 
in this bill, unless we find ways to reduce 
it, in fact , we are going to be about a 
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billion dollars over the budget resolution 
which we passed only a couple of months 
ago. 

Furthermore, that means we are going 
to deepen the deficit for the coming year. 
That means, far from being in any posi
tion to balance the budget or fight infla
tion by holding down spending, we will 
feed the fires of inflation, contradicting 
what we have done. 

It is very painful, as the Senator points 
out, to make these reductions. All of us 
favor the programs in this bill. But I 
think what the Senator from Maine is 
telling us is right on target. 

I hope Members recognize that how
ever important it is for us to provide as
sistance for our cities, assistance for 
States and localities, and so forth, that 
our No. 1 priority is to find a way of 
fighting inflation, of holding down 
spending reasonably, and coming in with 
a fiscally responsible bill. 

Nobody in the Senate, nobody in my 
knowledge, certainly, in the recent his
tory of the Senate, has contributed more 
to this debate in a responsible way than 
the Senator from Maine. I think we are 
all in his debt for the statement he has 
just made. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank my good friend 
from Wisconsin. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from Michigan. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I strongly support this 

amendment to restore full funding to 
the general revenue sharing program. 

The bill now before the Senate would 
provide $684 million less than State 
governments are entitled to under the 
Intergovernmental Fiscal Assistance Act 
of 1976. That would mean that the gen
eral revenue sharing grant going to each 
State would be cut by one-third. 

That cut was not proposed by the ad
ministration. It was not assumed in the 
first budget resolution that passed the 
Senate, and is not required by the first 
resolution conference agreement. 

This cut was not approved by the 
House. It was not recommended by the 
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee, 
and it should be rejected today by the 
full Senate. 

Mr. President, the Senate in recent 
months has been made very aware of the 
need to hold down Federal spending. In
flation remains a dangerous problem. It 
is important that Congress help cool in
flationary expectations by showing a 
steady, long-tenn commitment to reduce 
waste and restrain spending. But we 
send out the wrong signals when were
duce the Federal deficit with rash, un
expected spending cuts that pass o1I 
the problem to others. 

Mr. President, it is clear to everyone 
that the general revenue sharing pro
gram presents a very tempting target. 
At $6.9 billion, it is a big chunk of the 
Federal budget. Many in Congress have 
opposed it because it is "no strings" as
sistance. Many of our colleagues in Con
gress also resent the fact that some 
State and local officials have made cheap 
shot attacks on Federal deficits while 
their own budgets are balanced by the 
Federal grants they receive and by the 

way they keep their books. But this cut 
is an unjustified and gratuitous slap at 
State governments. The arguments for 
making this cut at this time are not 
sound. 

First, Mr. President, it has been ar
gued that the cut is necessary to remain 
within the first budget resolution targets. 
I would remind my colleagues that dur
ing the first resolution markup the Sen
ate Budget Committee considered the 
possibility of a cut in the State share of 
general revenue sharing. The Budget 
Committee and then the full Senate 
adopted targets for function 850, mission 
1 that would accommodate full funding 
of general revenue sharing. The House 
cut $2.3 billion from that mission, 
largely as a reaction to the move for a 
balance-the-budget amendment to the 
Constitution. The conference agreement 
essentially dropped the House position 
but assumed a $0.4 billion reduction in 
general revenue sharing. 

Everyone was aware, Mr. President, 
that such savings were unlikely and 
could only be realized if the Finance 
Committee began to review and amend 
the Intergovernmental Fiscal Assistance 
Act this year, rather than when the law 
is due for reauthorization in the next 
session of Congress. The Finance Com
mittee has not recommended amend
ments to this entitlement legislation. 
The impact of this cut has not been 
properly considered. 

Moreover, as has been explained re
peatedly in this Chamber, the budget res
olution does not include line item deci
sions. The Appropriations Committee is 
already straining its first budget resolu
tion allocation. 

There are also possible later require
ments that could cause the first resolu
tion targets to be breached. But the first 
resolution does not require any ::.pecific 
cut. In fact we have a second resolution 
precisely because the Congress has a 
need to take a second look and consider 
these later requirements in light of later 
developments. The Budget Committee 
will begin to take that second look only 
3 days from now. 

This cut, therefore, is not required 
by the first budget resolution. 

Second. Mr. President, it has been 
argued that this cut would give State 
government advance notice that they 
should not routinely build revenue shar
ing funds into their budgets beyond fiscal 
year 1980. However, the timing could 
hardly te worse for such a signal. 

The cut is too early. We do not yet 
know how Congress will act on the re
authorization of general revenue shar
ing. CUrrent law could be changed in 
many di1Ierent ways. I, as one Senator, 
would prefer to have the fiscal assistance 
targeted better where it is needed. The 
program could be expanded, it could be 
reduced. 

Hearings and' debate on the reauthori
zation will properly give State and local 
budget officials advance notice of likely 
changes. 

But this cut is also too late. By the 
middle of next week, 43 State legisla
tures will already have adjourned. Most 
State budgets have already been de-

veloped and enacted. A $684 million re
duction in general revenue sharing funds 
would throw many State budgets into 
a deficit. That is not permitted by the 
States' constitutions. 

I know that my own State of Michigan 
has built a carefully balanced budget 
that reflects months of planning and 
debate. The bill now before us would 
remove $32 million in revenues from that 
budget. Provisions of the State consti
tution would prevent those amounts 
from being raised elsewhere and would 
cause other imbalances in the budget. 
Program management would be dis
rupted. 

It is clear that many other States 
would be forced into similar problems. 

I believe it would be particularly un
wise for Congress to make this cut now 
that evidence of a recession is beginning 
to emerge. State and local ofilcials are 
increasingly concerned that revenues 
may fall below and expenditures may 
rise above projected levels. A large un
expected cut in general re1enue sharing 
could trigger hasty decisions throughout 
the State and local sector that would 
complicate the e1Iorts of Congress to 
maintain a measured, moderate Federal 
response to the recession. 

Third, Mr. President, it has been ar
gued that large surpluses in the State 
and local sector of the National Income 
and Product Accounts indicate that 
State governments can easily sustain an 
across-the-board cut in their general 
revenue sharing receipts. That argument 
could hardly be more misleading. 

It is misleading because the State and 
local sector does not now have a large 
surplus. After social insurance funds 
are excluded, the fiscal position of State 
and local governments did swing from a 
deficit of almost $8.3 billion in the first 
quarter of 1975 up to a surplus of about 
$15.8 billion in the fourth quarter of 
1976. The Bureau of Economic Analysis 
estimates: 

State and local governments wtll rematn 
in surplus on the NIPA basis, but only be
cause of the surpluses generated by the so
cial insurance funds. The all-other-funds 
measure, which probably recorded a small 
deficit in the fourth quarter of 1978, wm 
record a larger deficit in the first quarter of 
1979, and remain in deficit throughout the 
year. 

The argument is misleading because 
the NIA accounts cannot be used as a. 
measure of State government fiscal 
health. The NIA accounts are based 
hrgely not on reports from individual 
governments, but on statistical projec
tions of national data. Much of the base 
data is 2 to 3 years old, and NIA esti
mates must often be revised substantially 
as more reliable data becomes available. 
Initial estimates of State and local pur
chases in calendar 1975 were almost $8 
billion too low. 

A surplus of other funds In the NIA 
State and local government sector does 
not necessarily indicate that these gov
ernments have excess resources. The NIA 
differ from operating budgets in im-
portant ways. Even a :financially dis· 
tressed government can show a. surplus 
calculated on an NIA basts. 

It increases its surplus when it makes 
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sharp cuts in construction because of a 
reaction to the coming recession, adverse 
bond markets voter resistance to bond 
referenda. 

A distressed government increases its 
surplus when it tries to repay previously 
heavy borrowing or tries to return to 
return to prudent levels of financial re
serves. These are priority uses of funds 
by governments in anticipation of are-

cession or inflation although they are not 
counted as expenditures in the NIA. 

A distressed government also increases 
its NIA surplus when it makes cuts in 
services and increases in tax rates. Dur
ing the recession some of the most hard
pressed governments were forced to take 
measures that improve their 1976 and 
1977 finances but may be damaging in 
the long run. 

Finally, the argument is misleading 
because there are sharp differences in 
the fiscal health of States. I ask unani
mous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD at this point a table that shows 
the fiscal year 1979 operating funds for 
each of the 50 States. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

STATE GENERAL OPERATING FUND RESOURCES, EXPENDITURES AND BALANCES, FISCAL YEAR 1978 

[Dollar amounts In millions) 

State 

1978 resources 
(includine 

1977 balances 1978 actual 
forward) expenditures 

Alabama------------------- ____ $1, 354.6 $1.269.4 
Alaska ______ ------ ____________ 1, 767. 0 1,115. 9 
Arizona. ______ ---------------- 1, 063. 0 1, 030.7 
Arkansas ____________ ------ ____ 690.2 690.2 California ______________________ 15,561. 1 11,875.0 
Colorado. ___ ------------------ 1,106. 0 1, 002.0 
Connecticut. _______ ------------ 2, 011. 5 1, 917.8 Delaware ______________________ 521.0 495.6 Florida ________________________ 2, 969.9 2, 849.8 

~~~!fi~ -_ :~ ~= == == ==== == == == ==== 
2, 399.8 2, 252.9 

864.9 862.5 
Idaho. ____________ ------ ______ 291.0 291.0 
Illinois ______________ -------- __ 6, 395.0 6, 309.0 Indiana. ______________________ 1, 769.2 1, 550.8 Iowa __________________________ 1, 483.6 1, 381.1 Kansas ________________________ 995.8 840.9 

~:~i~~~~~ ~~~= == == == == ==== ==== == 
1, 583.9 1, 496. 3 
3, 729. 1 3, 667.6 

Maine _________ ---------------- 451.4 416.2 
Maryland ______ ---- ______ -- ____ 2, 193.8 2, 008.6 
Massachusetts ___ ------------ __ 4, 194.0 3, 974.6 
Michigan ___________ __ _ -~ ______ 3, 894. 1 3, 871.8 
Minnesota ___________ -------- __ 2, 867.0 2, 841.0 

~:~~~s~~r~i---~ == ==== == == == == == == 
865.6 761.6 

1, 557.2 1, 422.9 
Montana. ___ ------------------ 251.8 218.2 

1978 actual 
balance 1 

$85.2 
651.1 
32.3 
0 

3, 686.1 
104.0 
93.7 
25.4 

120.1 
136.9 

2.4 
0 

86.0 
218.4 
102.5 
154.9 
87.6 
61.5 
35. 2 

185.2 
219.4 
22.3 
26.0 

104.0 
134.3 
33.6 

1978 actual 
operatine 

balance as 

per~~n:~'~ 
expenditures 

6. 7 
58.4 
3.1 
0 

31.0 
10.3 
4. 9 
5.1 
4. 2 
6. 0 
.3 

0 
1.3 
1.4 
7. 4 

18. 4 
5.8 
1.6 
8. 4 
9. 2 
5. 5 
.6 

1.0 
13.7 
9. 4 

54.0 

State 

Nebraska _______ ------- ________ 

1978 resources 
(lncludlne 

1977 balances 1978 actual 
forward) expenditures 

$512. 1 $482.2 

1978 actual 
balance 1 

$29.9 6. 2 Nevada' ________ ------ ________ ____ __________________ -- __ ____ ____ ____ -- _____ _________ --
New Hampshire ________________ 236.0 212.0 24.0 11.3 New Jersey ____________________ 4, 128. 8 3, 859.0 269. 8 7. 0 New Mexico ___________________ 687.0 608.2 78.8 13.0 New York _____________________ 11, 182. 1 11, 176.9 5. 2 0 1 
North Carolina _________ ________ 2, 347.4 2, 162. 5 184. 9 8. 5 North Dakota' ______________ __ ___________________________ ______________________________ 

Ohio __ ------------------ _____ 4, 367.0 4, 232. 5 134.5 3. 2 
Oklahoma _____ ------------ ____ 747.2 674.6 72.6 10.8 
Oregon ____________ ____________ 1, 250.6 1, 035.8 214.8 20.7 
Pennsylvania. ___ -------------- 5, 330.0 5, 368.0 (-38.0) (-.1) Rhode Island __________________ 587.1 566.4 20.7 3. 7 
South Carolina.---------------- 1, 271.9 1, 229.6 52.3 4.3 
South Dakota __ ---------------- 189.8 180.4 9. 4 5. 2 
Tennessee ___________ -------- __ 2, 179.5 2, 178.9 .6 0 
Texas _________ ------ __________ 4, 020.0 3, 344.1 675.9 20.2 Utah __________________________ 567.3 545.8 21.5 4.1 Vermont. ______________________ 203.9 198.9 5. 0 2. 5 
Virginia _______________________ 2,101.6 2, 061.9 39.7 1.9 
Washington __________ -------- __ 2, 753. 1 2, 488.4 264.7 10.6 
West Virginia. _______ ---------- 949.2 896.1 53.1 5. 9 Wisconsin _____________________ 4, 358.3 3, 998. 3 360.0 9.0 
Wyoming __________ __ ---------- 197.0 152. 0 45. 0 30.0 

Total ____________ -------- 113,008.4 104,075.9 8, 932. 5 8. 6 

t Balance does not equal resources minus expenditures in some States in view-<>f statutory pro
visions to transfer part or all of the year-end balance to separate fund for uses including debt 
service, capital outlay, tax refunds or rebates, and future-year expenditures. 

'The reports from these States were incom I te and therefore were not included in this report 
North Dakota reported for fiscal year 1978 only. FY 1979 resources were $456,500,000, expendi
tures were $263,400,000, year-end balance was $193,100,000, balance as percent of expenditu: ea 
was 73 percent. No data we1 e available for fiscal year 1979. 

Mr. RIEGLE. This table shows, Mr. 
President, that over 50 percent of the 
total operating surplus of all State gov
ernments was generated by only three 
States: California, Texas, and Alaska. 
The surplus in California is evaporating 
in the light of proposition 13. But even 
if it remained large, a big surplus in Cal
ifornia does not help Michigan or any 
of the many other hard~pressed States 
pay their bills. The table also shows that 
many States have operating balances 
well below the 5 to 7 percent expendi
tures that is recommended by leading 
bond analysts. States also differ greatly 
in their tax effort and in the burdens 
placed upon them for services. 

Mr. President, cutting the general rev
enue-sharing quota of all States by 
one-third would, therefore, be highly 
inequitable. 

For these reasons I will vote for this 
amendment, and I urge my colleagues to 
support it, also. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, our dis
tinguished Senator from Tennessee, the 
minority leader, is one of the advocates, 
sponsors, and authors of this proposal 
to restore the revenue sharing funds, 
and I yield him such time as he may 
request. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Maryland. 

I am pleased and honored to be a co
sponsor with him and with other Sen
ators on this amendment. 

Mr. President, one of the first major 

political initiatives in my career was a 
proposal for what I then referred to as 
Federal tax sharing in my campaign for 
the U.S. Senate in 1964. I will not dwell 
on the fact that in 1964 I was not suc
cessful and neither was my proposal. 

But there was another political op
portunity for me, and I considered my
self fortunate in that respect. I ran in 
1966 for the Senate and was elected. 
One of the principal planks in my plat
form was support for Federal revenue 
sharing, as it became known by then 
and is known today. 

I am not going to recount the history 
of the evolution and development of rev
enue sharing as such. 

I wish to cite one or two points, how
ever, that are useful, I believe, to this 
debate and important to the argument 
I am going to try to make in just a 
moment. 

Revenue sharing is not nor has it ever 
been a partisan initiative. Indeed one 
of the major criticisms leveled against 
me by members of my own party in 1964 
and 1966 was that Faderal tax sharing 
and later Federal revenue sharing was 
a Democratic initiative, having been first 
proposed by the chairman of the Coun
cil of Economic Advisers for President 
John F. Kennedy. 

Revenue sharing has had a broad base 
of support among Republicans and 
Democrats, witness the fact that the late 
Senator Hubert Humphrey and I pre
vailed on both nationa! conventions in 

1968, to adopt identical platform planks 
in support of their proposal, as they did 
substantially in 1972 as well. I believe 
I am correct in saying that that is the 
only plank in the platforms of the two 
political parties that was not partisan. 

It was my pleasure to stand in this 
Chamber with the late Senator Hum
phrey and with others to urge the adop
tion of revenue sharing as the initiative 
of President Richard Nixon and to see 
the broad base of support that developed 
for it. 

In brief, Mr. President, this is not just 
another Federal program. This, in my 
view and judgment, was a determined 
bipartisan and sustained effort over the 
period of years to change the direction 
of the growth of the Government in the 
United States and to rebalance the re
lationship between the central govern
ment and State and local government. 

I believe it was a significant, indeed 
a major effort to meet the criticism lev~ 
eled by so many that the Federal Gov~ 
ernment had grown too big and too 
powerful and was too far in debt. More
over, in supporting revenue sharing l 
felt that we could do something to refute 
the argument that local officials could 
not or would not govern. 

That sentiment sometimes spoken, 
more often unspoken but implied in the 
action of the Federal system, was the 
biggest political mistake this country 
made in this century. Revenue sharing 
has been an effort to redress that im
balance. 



21070 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 27, 1979 
Now, Mr. President, we are meeting 

the first significant challenge to th~t ef
fort to strengthen the partnership of 
governments in this country. The chal
lenge will come today in an a~endm~nt 
by the Senator from Wisconsm, w~uch 
will be subject to a point of order m a 
few moments. . 

Mr. President, I am sure we Will deal 
with this issue again as the Federal .rev
enue-sharing program is reauthorized, 
as I trust it will be, and as we rebate the 
appropriateness of this program t<? these 
times but I must say now and m ad
vane~ I support the continuation of rev
enue sharing. I think rather than reduce 
it we should increase it. I think it was a 
step in the right direction and there 
should be more revenue sharing instead 
of less, for I have faith in the ability of 
the local government to share the re
sponsibility for the creation of an or
derly and beneficial society. 

But at this moment, Mr. President, I 
would focus my attention on the nar
rower issue of the effect of this cut pro
posed by the amendment were it per
mitted to stand. 

I was speaking to the National Con
ference of State Legislatures in San 
Francisco when I received word of the 
actions of the Appropriations Commit
tee, and the reaction to that news was 
shock, dismay, and even anger among 
State legislators there in attendance. 

Most of the Nation's State legislatures 
have already adjourned for this year. 
They have already allocated these reve
nues in their State budgets for the next 
fiscal year. They have a promise from 
the Federal Government through next 
year that they will receive a substantial 
sum of money in revenue sharing and we 
are being asked to renege on that 
promise. 

In my State of Tennessee $43 million 
in general revenue sharing funds are 
scheduled to be spent in the next fiscal 
year by the State government and of that 
$43 million some $12 million would be 
forfeited if we adopted the Proxmire cut. 
Most of that money has been earmarked 
for funding of the Tennessee teachers re
tirement pension fund. Forty percent of 
it is to be passed through to local gov
ernments. 

My State and virtually every State in 
the Union will be thrown into financial 
turmoil if we were to permit these cuts to 
stand today. 

Mr. President, State tax collections 
were down last month in Tennessee, and 
the Governor of Tennessee informs me 
that they will be down again this month. 
And if the widely predicted recession hits 
with the full force that we expect, they 
will be down for a long time to come. The 
"surplus" being roundly denounced in 
this Chamber will evaporate very quickly 
in these States which have them, with or 
without revenue sharing. 

We are approaching a time, Mr. Presi
dent, when revenue sharing will be 
needed most to meet the very challenge it 
was designed to meet, to help States be-
come and remain fiscally solvent. To 
abandon this program at this crucial 
time, when States have made good-faith 
efforts to use these funds wisely and well 

and when they face certain economic 
hardship in the months ahead, I believe 
is an irresponsible act. 

Mr. President, the 40 percent pass
through to local governments is not pe
culiar to Tennessee. It is the national 
average for all 50 States. In short, if we 
adopt the Proxmire cuts, almost 40,000 
units of local and State governments will 
be adversely affected, will be thrown into 
fiscal turmoil and will fail to meet the 
needs of their States, communities, and 
counties as they had planned to meet 
them in good faith. 

we cannot allow this kind of national 
confusion and chaos to occur by our 
hands, and I urge that this amendment 
be supported or that the test on ger
maneness result and the restitution of 
the funds be reduced. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield at this point? 

Mr. BAKER. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. Let me commend the Sen

ator for a fine statement. It seems to me 
that the Senator's statement very well 
points up the reason why it was thought 
by the President who first recommended 
this revenue-sharing program, which was 
President Nixon, that this should not be 
a matter subject to annual appropria
tions, that it should be a matter of the 
Federal Government sharing some reve
nue with the States and it should be over 
a long period of time so the States could 
plan on it. 

The approach being suggested here in 
the Appropriations Committee bill is just 
what the President thought we should try 
to avoid where no one can depend on it. 
They might get something to help; then 
again they might not. The whole idea ~f 
the revenue-sharing bill was that this 
would be something that belonged to the 
States. It was their money. 

The taxpayers who support the States 
are the same taxpayers who support the 
Federal Government, and in view of the 
fact that the Federal Government had 
the right to preempt all of these reve
nues, we would share some of that with 
the State governments. 

The idea of saying, "Well, yes, we will 
share it but don't count on it, any day 
it might be cut off or might be reduced," 
is just the kind of thing we sought to 
avoid when we enacted the program. I 
think the Senator is right. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I think the 
Senator is right. I remember distinctly 
w·orking with him when our colleague, 
Senator MoYNIHAN, then a Presidential 
adviser, pointed out that this program 
had to be permanent and dependable. 

The effort to cut these funds today and 
make them unreliable to States would 
result in turning general revenue sharing 
into a grant system, subject to the 
vagaries of every Congress. I think that 
would be a huge mistake, and I think we 
ought to defeat this effort. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President. I yield 
7 minutes to the Senator from Texas. 

lost an extremely small portion of thelt 
expenditures. 

I think we have a tendency to over
look where the real problem is, and that 
is the financial situation of our Federal 
Government. Look what has happened 
to the value of the dollar. The dollar is 
in serious trouble, and we are facing 
inflation and a large deficit. The chair
man of the Budget Committee has just 
told us they have very little chance of 
cutting the Federal deficit below what 
it was last year. Since we are going into 
a recession, you are going to have less 
income to the Federal Government than 
you had last year, so the budget deficit 
is going to increase some more. 

There seems to be some kind of mys
tique about the fact that you can take 
this money and bring it up to Washing
ton and, supposedly, it has gained weight 
before you send it on back to the State. 

But I remember too often my distin
guished friend from Louisiana telling his 
story about the fellow who said, .. Next 
time. Dear Lord, don't send it through 
Washington; send it to me direct be
cause something seems to happen to it 
when it comes through the Washington 
hands." 

Now, my friends, I heard one of my 
distinguished colleagues, a former Gov
ernor, sa:ving that he had a personal ex
perience in this. But I know we have 
other Governors in this Chamber who 
feel just the contrary, who also have had 
their personal experience with revenue 
sharing. 

I proposed eliminating the State por
tion of revenue sharing earlier this year. 
I did it at the time that the Governors' 
Conference was being held here in Wash
ington. and I heard from Governors im
mediately. They were outraged. I can 
understand· that. What is the easiest 
money to spend? Money you do not have 
to raise, money you are not accountable 
for raising. It is great fun to go down 
there and cut a ribbon and get the tele
vision cameras turned on to you and 
take full credit for it when you have used 
Federal revenue sharing and you are a 
Governor, and you have not had to tax 
the people to raise that money. That is 
money you get credit for. 

Then you turn around and just. really 
raise cain with those ''spendthrifts in 
Washington" who are spending the tax
payers' money on all of these 
extravagances. 

Well, I do not think you can have lt 
roth ways. As soon as I proposed cutting 
back revenue sharing for the States InS. 
263, whom did I have before the Joint 
Economic Committee? I had three Gov
ernors representing the Governors' 
Conference. 

They said, "Senator, you can't to?ch 
revenue sharing. Cut the categorical 
grants. That is what you ought to do." 

I said, "Fine. Tell me which ones." 
They said, "Oh, we wrote a letter o~ 

that one to the OMB, to Jim Mcintyre. 
I said, "But I read that letter." The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Texas has 7 minutes. 
Mr. BENTSEN. I listened to a lot of 

talk about what great turmoil it would 
cause to the State governments if they 

And I said, "I know what categorical 
grants you said in that letter ought to be 
cut out." 

They were listed this way: Cut out 
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waste, cut out extravagance, be pru
dent. I said, "That is what you said. You 
did not list one. Now tell me which cate
gorical grants you want to cut." 

I had them there for 2 hours. I asked 
that question time and time again. You 
know how many they listed? None, zilch, 
not one. 

I said, "Well, maybe it takes some time 
for you to think that one out. So why 
don't you write me a letter and list the 
categorical grants that you think we 
should cut." 

I know the mail is slow these days, but 
that has been several months, and I have 
not received that letter yet before the 
Joint Economic Committee. [Laughter.] 
So here we come up with a modest pro
posal, modest when you are talking about 
the individual States and how much it 
means for them, $684 million, but major 
when you are talking about the Federal 
budget and how much it means when we 
have this kind of a deficit facing the 
Nation. 

Nineteen States cut taxes since Janu
ary 1978. That is great fun for the 
Governors because they had surpluses. 
As of March of this year the cumulative 
State surplus was $2.6 billion. It makes 
little sense for the Federal Government 
to worsen its deficit position by paying 
billions of dollars in revenue sharing 
funds to States that are cutting taxes 
and running large surpluses. The $684 
million reduction would be a construc
tive step toward eliminating this in
equity. 

You bet I oppose the State portion of 
revenue sharing. The Appropriations 
Committee has been very careful to 
avoid reducing revenue sharing for the 
cities and the towns where you have 
some real problems. The city of New 
York is a prime example of that. But 
that is not the same situation in the 
States where you have seen this kind of 
a surplus across the country. 

I would strongly urge my colleagues to 
support the Appropriations Committee. 
It is my understanding that a point of 
arder is going to be made on the ques
tion of germaneness, but the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin is going 
to come back with an amendment to cut 
this amount, and I think it is long over
due. I think it is a modest approach in 
the direction of fiscal responsibility in 
the Federal Government. 

I would strongly urge the Members of 
the Senate to support the move of the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin 
and to back up the language of the 
chairman of the Budget Committee in 
trying to promote fiscal responsibility. I 
thank the Senator. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I want 
to thank the Senator from Texas for an 
outstanding statement. I deeply appre
ciate it. I think what he said is absolutely 
correct and unanswerable. 

I have a little more to say myself, but 
I think he made about 90 percent of the 
answer to these arguments that we have 
to continue providing money to the 
States, money which was described by 
one witness as "put it on the stump and 
run," a complete lack of accountability. 

The League of Women Voters made a 
2-year study and they found most peo
ple, most members of the legislatures, 
most press people who cover the legisla
tures, most Governors, did not know 
where the money went. 

Mr. President, I have a little study here 
I am going to refer to in a few minutes 
after other Members have had an op
portunity to speak. 

Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield so that I can make a 
unanimous-consent request? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Yes. 
Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that my staff mem
ber, Marty Clayton, be granted privileges 
of the floor during the consideration of 
this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Maryland. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I think 

the managers of the bill hope to bring 
this matter to an issue by around 11 
o'clock. 

I would only say to the distinguished 
Senator from Texas that it is not only 
the States that are involved here. Forty 
percent of this money passes through to 
the cities and towns of this country, and 
the uncertainty referred to by the Sen
ator from Louisiana would be particularly 
devastating to these municipal budgets. 

But the Senator from Texas referred 
to the experience of the Governors. We 
are fortunate that one of the sponsors of 
this effort is, in fact, a former Governor, 
a very distinguished former .Governor, 
the former Governor of Akansas (Mr. 
PRYOR) . I am wondering if 3 minutes 
would be adequate for the distinguished 
Senator from Arkansas? 

Mr. PRYOR. I will say to the Senator 
that I will take only 2 minutes. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of the 
amendment of the Senator from Mary
land, and the Senator from Tennessee. 
I support this amendment basically on 
two grounds: First, I think it is untimely. 
We have a program that is about to ex
pire, as I understand it, in 1980, and it 
is impractical and unfair for us to sud
denly come in here and take this money 
away that has already been allocated to 
the States. 

As a former Governor, I know what 
happens in a small State and a rural 
State like the State of Arkansas. I can 
only assume that we are going to see 
about 50 special sessions of the respective 
State legislatures in order to make up 
this balance. 

Second, it has been stated on the floor 
of the Senate just a few minutes ago that 
many of the parties to this argument and 
many of the parties who make the ob
servations on the whole process of rev
enue sharing do not know where the 
money goes. But in Arkansas we can 
speak to where the money goes, because 
in 1977 the State legislature said that the 
first $20 million that comes into the 
State of Arkansas in revenue sharing is 
put into the State highway program, and 
the spillover from that goes to a fund 
that promotes local, State, and Federal 
cooperation in highway construction. 

The cities and counties in our State 
use this money and make it work in order 

to come back and match other State and 
Federal programs, and when we talk 
about losing just $7 million in the State 
of Arkansas, Mr. President, we are talk
ing about losing a lot more than that, 
because of the multiplying factor. 

In closing, Mr. President, I wish to say 
that I feel that taking away this pro
gram at this time is very unfair, because 
I know for a fact it is the heart and soul 
of many State highway programs in this 
country, especially in States like the 
State of Arkansas. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the ranking minority mem
ber of the Appropriations Committee, the 
Senator from North Dakota <Mr. 
YOUNG). 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I opposed 
revenue sharing from the start, because 
I did not think the Federal Govern
ment had any money to give away to 
the States. But when it was first pro
posed by President Nixon, it made some 
sense. He first wanted to do away with 
some Federal programs, and this reve
nue-sharing was to be in lieu of pay
ments to the States for these programs. 

But that concept was soon forgotten, 
and it has become a pure gift in the 
years since then. 

In my own State of North Dakota, in 
the last 3 years, by initiative measures, 
they have reduced the State income tax, 
and they still had a big surplus. Later 
they reduced the sales tax, but on July 1 
this year the end of the fiscal year we 
came up with a big surplus again. And 
that is not just the situation in my State. 
As I understand from the speech by the 
Senator from Texas, all the States have 
had balanced budgets now. 

So the States can far better absorb 
the added cost than can the Federal 
Government. The deeper the Federal 
Government goes into debt, the less 
value the dollar has, the more inflation 
we have, and the more fiscal problems 
we have. So I think this is a good be
ginning, to take some of this money and 
pay for this program and let the States 
absorb some of the costs themselves. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator 
from North Dakota very much for his 
fine statement. 
· Mr. TSONGAS. Mr. President, I have 

been watching a number of urban legis
lative programs as they wend their way 
through the Congress. 

It would appear that the administra
tion and the Congress have found a mu
tually agreeable scapegoat: urban af
fairs. The cities of this country, and the 
people in those cities, are taking it on 
the chin. . 

Housing, mass transit, action grants, 
urban parks, CET A, revenue sharing are 
on a long list of programs singled out 
for an unfair share of our efforts to bal
ance the budget. 

We are expected to approve massive 
cuts in every key program affecting the 
cities of this country, and yet I hear 
few in this 'Senate willing to approve 
comparable cuts in the military budget. 
We are engaging in cost-cutting forcer
tain citizens who happen to be poor, and 
for certain places which happen to be 
in economic distress. We are not sug
gesting that our defense establishment 
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make the same sacrifices for the good 
of the national economy. 

I suggest that the Senate has a very 
distorted sense of priorities. We are play
ing a dangerous and shortsighted game, 
The cities of the United States are at 
stake; the long-term losses will be ir
reparable. 

The appropriation of HUD and for 
revenue sharing is a classic case in point. 

Let me point out four areas where we 
can take action to maintain key urban 
programs. 

Housing for low-income people. For 6 
months, we have been debating whether 
or not we will continue our commitment 
to provide decent housing for the elder
ly and the poor. There are very few pro
grams so needed, and yet so neglected. 

HUD's assisted housing program has 
been reduced by 42 percent since 1976. 
This year the Senate Banking Commit
tee authorized 300,000 units, but that 
level was reduced on the fioor of the 
Senate to the administration's request 
for 264,000 units. The Appropriation 
Committee has giveh us a bill which also 
refiects the administration's request for 
264,000 units. ·This figure is already too 
low, and it is vital that we prevent 
further reductions. 

Urban development action grants. The 
President asked Congress for an increase 
of $275 million for a program to crea-te 
jobs and foster economic development in 
our distressed cities. UDAG is the most 
important economic stimulus program 
that Congress has given to distressed 
areas. It has generated 171,511 new jobs 
and leveraged $4.5 billion in private in
vestments during the first year of opera
tion. 

The Senate Banking and Appropria
tions Committees both have approved 
the President's request. The Senate 
should now follow this lead, and vote 
against any effort to delete the increased 
funds from the Appropriations btll. 

General revenue sharing. The Appro
priations Committee voted to cut $684 
million from the general revenue shar
ing program, and to have the States 
absorb the entire reduction in funds. 
This cut represents a 30 percent reduc
tion in the State revenue sharing pro
gram. 

There seems to be a misconception 
about where State revenue sharing 
funds are spent. Over two-thirds of those 
funds go directly to local governments, 
for such programs as aid to education. 
The balance of the funds support vital 
services of benefit to the entire State 
population. 

There has been discussion about a few 
States with surplus revenue sharing 
funds The way to solve that problem is 
not to cut off aid to States where every 
dollar is spent, and every dollar is 
needed. 

There are many Members of the Sen
ate, including myself, who have served 
in either State or local government. Any 
Member who thinks that revenue shar
ing is not critical should talk to those of 
us who have been through the process of 
providing the services, balancing the 
budget, and holding down the tax rate. 
Revenue sharing is an important tool 

which State and local governments must 
have to prevent economic collapse. 

Assistance for State 236 projects. The 
appropriations bill has no provision for 
State participation in the troubled proj
ects program. This is despite the fact 
that for 10 years, Congress has made it 
clear that this program should be avail
able to State and Federal proje: ts with
out distinction. 

Without going into the court suits or 
the round-by-round sparring between 
the administration ahd the Congress on 
this issue, let me point out that once 
again this year, the Senate and House 
Banking Committees both made it ab
solutely clear to HUD that the States 
were to participate. 

There are two basic issues here: 
The first is a simple question of equity 

to the tenants. In Massachusetts we have 
a large number of both State and Fed
eral troubled projects. The tenants in 
the State projects are bearing the same 
rental burden as their neighbors across 
the street in the Federal projects. It is 
ridiculous to arbitrarily say that State 
tenants cannot get help because their 
building happens to be insured by the 
wrong government. 

The second point is that we have 
depended heavily on the States for the 
implementation of Federal housing pro
grams. In Massachusetts, assisted hous
ing is being developed almost exclusively 
through the State. The State is a part
ner to the Federal Government in hous
ing, and we need that partnership. 

Now, when State housing is undergo
ing the same difficulties as Federal hous
ing, we are essentially telling the State 
to drop dead. 

This is not an honorable way to treat 
the States, and it does not make sense to 
eliminate the States from this program 
if we want to rely on them for continued 
help in other areas of housing. 

I hope that the Senate can begin to
day to reverse the mean-spirited trends 
in this Congress, by making a number of 
sensible decisions on urban programs. 

If we fail, we will have an even greater 
urban crisis to deal with in years to come. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I 
would note that in addition to the dis
tinguished Senator from Arkansas <Mr. 
PRYOR), Mr. LEVIN, Mr. PRESSLER, Mr. 
JEPSEN, and Mr. DURENBERGER have all 
indicated their strong support and spon
sorship for our effort to restore these 
vital revenue-sharing funds. 

POINT OF ORDER 

At this point, Mr. President, to bring 
this issue to a decision by the Senate, I 
make the point of order that the com
mittee amendment, on page 26, lines 16 
through 19, is general legislation and not 
in order in a general appropriations bill 
under the provisions of rule XVI of the 
U.S. Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The item 
does contain language that makes it leg
islation on an appropriation bill, and the 
Chair sustains the point of order made 
by the Senator from Maryland. 

Does the Senator from Maryland wish 
to be recognized under the order to offer 
the first fioor amendment? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, in view 
of the fact that we have had an extended 
discussion on this subject, I will waive 
putting in the first amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. As I understand the 
decision of the Chair, which has not 
been contested and will not be as far as 
I am concerned, it simply knocks out the 
reduction made by the Appropriations 
Committee, also knocks out the lan
guage, and restores the sum to $6,854, 
924,000; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 458 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I send an amend
ment to the desk and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PRox
MmE) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 458: 

On page 26, line 16, strike "$6,854,924,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$6,170,924,000, of 
which not to exceed $1,599,333,000 shall be 
allocated to State governments pursuant to 
31 u .s .c . 1226." 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, what 
this amendment does is simply change 
the figure in the bill from $6,854,924,000 
to $684 million less than that and apply 
this cut to the State share. The $684 mil
lion cut is precisely what the Appropria
tions Committee did, except my amend
ment knocks out the language which was 
the point-of-order language and made 
the action taken by the Appropriations 
Committee vulner-:tble to a point of order. 

So what we now have before us is a 
straight up and down reduction of 10 
percent in revenue sharing funds, with 
the intention as expressed in the com
mittee report and the language of the 
amendment that it be taken out of the 
St-:ttes' share. 

Mr. President, we have already had a 
spirited debate on this matter. One or 
two other Senators, I think, want to come 
to the fioor to speak on it. I will speak 
briefly. Then I would suggest we can 
have -:t vote shortly. As I understand, 
there is a half-hour equally divided on 
this amendment; is that correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I ask for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
suffi.cient second? There is a suffi.cient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

think that the case for this amendment 
is clear on several fronts. In the first 
place, all of us are aware--he-:tven 
knows, the taxpayers are aware and the 
citizens of this country are aware--of 
out of the last 17 years we have had def
icits. We have had expressions by State 
out of the last 17 years we have had de
ficits. We have had expressions by State 
legislatures; we have had expressions in 
California, 1n the Proposition 13 vote, 
and in many other States that the people 
are fed up with excessive Federal spend
ing. 
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The Governors have zeroed in on the 
Congress particularly, and told us that 
we ought to cut back spending. They 
have called us wastrels. The Governor of 
New York has said that the Federal leg
islators ought to come to New York and 
find out that Government is not a 
growth industry. The Governors have 
been in the forefront, and I think they 
are right, that we should cut spending. 

What spending, then, should we cut? 
It is hard to find a place more logical to 
consider reductions than revenue shar
ing. I say that for many reasons: First, 
because this is money that does not re
quire accountability. As I remember, the 
League of Women Voters made a study 
and found that a very large portion of 
those most responsible for State expend
itures could not say where the money 
went. 

With that in mind, we required, in 
1976, that there be an audit of revenue
sharing funds, to provide an accounta
bility, so that at least there would not 
be corruption, so that people would not 
take the money and put it in their 
pockets, so that a mayor would not 
build a golf course near his home, use the 
money to buy Lincoln and Cadillac auto
mobiles, or for other such purposes. We 
found that many employees in many 
States figured, "This is money with 
which we can increase our pay enve
lopes." They did not want to take it from 
other sources, because people would get 
rather testy about that. 

Mr. President, this morning there was 
an article published in the New York 
Times, written by John Herbers, entitled 
"Revenue-Sharing Auditing Held Defied, 
Fraud Feared." Let me quote from that 
article: 

Auditing requirements enacted in 1976 to 
prevent misuse of general revenue sharing 
funds have been so widely tlouted by sta.te 
and local governments that a considerable 
amount of corruption may well have been 
concealed in the $7 billion a year program, 
according to a new study. 

The study was conducted by the Council 
on Municipal Performance, a non-profit re
search organization based in New York. 

Every state or local unit receiving $25,000 
or more is required to provide an independ
ent audit of its financial statements con
ducted "in accordance witlh generally ac
cepted auditing standards, not less than once 
every three years." Fe.ilure to comply is 
ground for cutting off funds. So far, there 
has been no cutoff. 

T. Jack Gary, audit manager of the Office 
of Revenue Sharing, confirmed in a tele
phone interview that only half of the 11,700 
required audits had been received. 

Most of the audits are done by independ
ent accountants. A sampling of 200 of the 
audits showed that 100 were unacceptable 
and would have to be done over. 

So, No. 1, half of the audits are not 
bei?g complied with at all, and, in ad
dition to that, those that are done are 
unacceptable. 

Continuing: 
But John T. Marlin, president of the per

formance council and author of a paper on 
the study, wrote: "The requirements are 
belng tlouted." An undetermined number 
of municipalities are making no effort to 
comply, some states have unacceptable 
standards, and a large proportion of audits 
that have been made are being rejected for 
a number of reasons, he said. 

"This ls an invitation to corruption," he 
said in a telephone interview. "It ls like a 
broom that is not being used." 

Mr. President, if there is any kind of 
spending which I think the overwhelm
ing majority of taxpayers would agree 
should be reduced or eliminated, it is 
spending that permits corruption and 
fraud. Here we have the clearest kind 
of evidence that this unaccountable 
money, this money which can be taken 
and used for whatever purpose the 
States wish to use it, is being abused. 

As has been said, this is a modest cut. 
It is a cut of only 10 percent. It is a cut 
which, as applied to the States, they 
can all handle. But it is a cut that means 
a great deal in this budget. 

As I pointed out, we are well over the 
budget resolutio11. As Senator MusKIE 
the chairman of the Budget Committee 
pointed out, we are getting to be in real 
trouble. We face a situation where we 
are likely to have a bigger deficit this 
coming year than we had last year. We 
are reversing all the good work we did 
earlier this year when we had a budget 
resolution which was responsible and 
which held down spending. 

In the revenue sharing area, nobody 
can say that the funds go to the poor, 
nobody can say that they go to the 
needy, nobody can say that they go to 
a specific useful purpose, because no
body knows where they go. They can
not tell us. 

The study I quoted from tells us that 
there is just no compliance with this 
audit requirement. We do not know 
where the money goes. So, Mr. Presi
dent, I would hope that the Senate 
would support this limited amendment 
that does save $684 million. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PRYOR) . The Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I op
pose the amendment for re9,sons which 
have already been stated by the minor
ity leader <Mr. BAKER), by a number of 
other speakers such as the distinguished 
Senator from New York <Mr. MOYNI
HAN), the former Governor of Arkansas 
<Mr. PRYOR), and others in the Senate. 
But I oppose it not only because of the 
reduction in the dollar figure but be
cause of the consequences which could 
flow. 

I am a country lawyer, and I do not 
understand all of the fine points which 
may be involved in this amendment. It 
looks so simple. It looks so easy. But 
what would be the effect of this amend
ment if the words which were included 
in the original committee amendment, 
"notwithstanding other provisions of 
law," are omitted? Those, of course, are 
the words to which the ruling of the 
Chair addresses itself. Can the Senator 
from Wisconsin tell us what would be 
the result of trying to reduce revenue 
sharing without specifically addressing 
the conflicts which would occur as a 
result of other provisions of law? 

It seems to me that we might be faced 
with the absolute necessity of coming 
back and appropriating this money at 
a later date if the Senator's amendment 

were to prevail, or, if we did not do that, 
tr.ere would be a proliferation of law
suits on behalf of States, cities, and 
towns all over the country who feel that 
they are entitled as a matter of right 
to these moneys. 

It seems to me that not only is this 
amendment unwise in introducing that 
element of fiscal uncertainty which the 
Senator from Louisiana has raised, but 
it is also unwise as a matter of law 
because it is going to raise legal uncer
tainties. 

Mr. President, for that, and for the 
reasons I have already stated, I oppose 
the amendment and hope the Senate 
will defeat it. 

Mr. EXON. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to yield. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I wish to 

add my voice in support of full restora
tion of revenue sharing for fiscal year 
1980. As a former Governor, I know how 
valuable revenue sharing has been to 
State and local governments, and I be
lieve the concept of revenue sharing 
should be continued at least through 
1980. I have always believed in providing 
State and local governments with maxi
mum possible flexibility in the use of 
Federal funds, and the general revenue
sharing program meets this standard. 

This is not to say, however, that I will 
always be in a position to support this 
program in the future. In fact, my pa
tience is being tried on this very vote, 
for the promises of revenue sharing have 
not been fulfilled, and growing surpluses 
in some States make this a very tempt
ing budget item to cut. 

If it were not for the fact that many 
States have no significant surpluses, and 
have already budgeted revenue-sharing 
funds in their fiscal plans for the upcom
ing year, and could be faced with spe
cial legislative sessions or the cutting off 
of revenue sharing flow-through funds 
to local governments, I might support 
this reduction proposed by the Senator 
from Wisconsin. 

When the Senate Budget Committee 
meets next week to consider revenue
sharing funds for 1981, I will have tore
evaluate my support for the revenue
sharing program become of at least two 
factors: First, many States are accumu
lating large surpluses in their general 
fund, and I have difficulty sending Fed
eral revenue sharing to a State which 
has a large surplus when I am committed 
to a balanced Federal budget, a goal I 
believe is achievable. 

It is naturally of great concern to 
many of us when a large majority of 
the States have written us saying, "We 
want you to balance the Federal budget." 
Yet it is the same Governors and the 
same State legislatures which appeal to 
us time and time again for more and 
more money from the Federal Treasury 
which comes, of course, from Federal 
taxpayers. 

Second, what has happened to the 
cutbacks and consolidations in Federal 
categorial grants which were to ac
company the Federal revenue-sharing 
concept? Instead of cutting back on 
cateczorical grants, the Congress has 
continued both categorial and general 
revenue-sharing programs. One or the 



21074 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE July 27, 1979 

other has to go, and while I will con
tinue to advocate categorial grant con
solidations and cutbacks, if these are 
not achieved, I will have to support a 
phaseout of general revenue sharing, 
and view it as a noble effort that did 
not work. And maybe not just for States 
but local governments as well. 

My main point here is I believe not 
enough consideration has been given to 
this matter. and I believe that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Wisconsin would be particularly crip
pling and most difficult for the States at 
this particular time. 

Mr. President, I certainly support the 
good efforts of my distinguished col
leagues who, once again, are trying to 
face revenue sharing realistically at this 
time, but I will have to see some dramat
ic changes to be made by the Congress 
and in some of the States before I likely 
can support the continuation of the 
full revenue-sharing program for the 
next budget on which we are now 
working. 

I thank my friend from Maryland. 
Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the Senator 

for his contribution which is even more 
valuable because he speaks with his 
years of experience as a Governor, ad
ministering the affairs of a great State. 
I think he brings a very pragmatic point 
of view to this debate. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, how 
much time remains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin has 8 minutes re
maining and the Senator from Mary
lamd likewise has 8 minutes remaining. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I have 
a request for time. I ask unanimous con
sent that we can have a short quorum 
call with the time not to be taken from 
either side until a Senator can come to 
the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? If not, without objection, it 
is so ordered. The clerk wlll call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, may 
I ask the Senator from Oregon how much 
time he wishes? 

I have only 8 minutes left. I w111 give 
him whatever he wishes. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Four i:ninutes. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 4 minutes to 

the Senator from Oregon. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Oregon is recognized for 
4 minutes. 

Mr. HATFIELD. Mr. President, I thank 
the Senator from Wisconsin for provid
ing this opportunity for me to say a 
few words. 

I only indicate that I happen to have 
been one of the Governors who exer
cised his responsibilities and duties pro-
viding sufficient revenues for State pro
grams before revenue-sharing, not after 
revenue-sharing. 

I must say that I have very strong 
philosophical viewpoints that when we 

separate the tax collecting from the tax 
spending responsibilities and authori
ties, we have not strengthened federal
ism, but we have weakened federalism. 
by making Governors and local govern
ments more dependent on central Gov
ernment, rather than less dependent. 

I think we have to be realistic to rec
ognize that where the purse string and 
management money is spent or granted, 
that there is power and authority that is 
yielded by the State and local govern
ments to obtain that revenue, that 
money. 

I voted against revenue sharing on 
this basic philosophical principle when 
it was proposed intially to this body. But 
I did also feel that it was improper to 
cut off the revenue sharing without due 
notice given the States and local govern
ments to prepare for that day when they 
would have to assume those responsibili
ties themselves. 

So, as we recall, we authorized a 5-
year extension in 1976 and at that time 
it was the first of the 5 years we had a 
distribution of over $30 billion. 

This money was distributed over 39,-
000 local government units, and today we 
are talking about money the States are 
entitled to-that is the statement I have 
heard most frequently. Yesterday I was 
informed by a Washington lobbyist that 
my State had obligated its share of re
venue sharing for 1980. 

Senator RIEGLE has discussed the pos
sibility of reauthorizing of revenue shar
ing next year. Let me remind ourselves 
this morning that when we reauthorized 
this program in 1975, if my memory is 
correct, we said it was for the last time. 

It seems to me, from talking to mem
bers of my State and local governments 
and other State agency representatives, 
that there is the same view given toward 
the action they will expect at the end of 
this period that they got at the end of 
the first period, that we wlll automati
cally, or with debate and discussion, ulti
mately renew. 

They look upon it about as seriously 
as we look on the so-called debt ceiling 
limitation. 

Therefore, it seems to me this is the 
first step to really tell the States and 
local governments we mean business, we 
are not going to reauthorize, and that we 
take the step to reduce the revenue shar
ing this year. Then it is a more honest 
approach than to dangle the States up 
to the last minute to the point of reau
thorization becoming a reality, or if 
there are cuts. Then they will have to 
try to tum around and pick up the pieces 
and deal with the situation they find 
themselves in. 

So I support the effort today to reduce 
the amount of revenue sharing as the 
most honest, forthright, frank manner 
to deal with this issue as a signal to the 
States and local governments that we 
are serious about the fact that when we 
reauthorized for another 5 years, that 
that was for the last time. 

If it is not for the last time, if we really 
are playing games, let us be honest today 
and sav that we are going to reauthorize 
and let the States plan ahead for it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator's 4 minutes have expired. 

Mr. JA VITS. Will the Senator yield 
me 2 minutes? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I am happy to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from New York. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think the 

point already made about States' sur
pluses has been clarified. But I simply 
wish to clarify it in my own name. That 
is, the surplus States we are talking about 
are food producers and energy producers, 
and not States like mine with enormous 
populations and nothing but trouble. 

In addition, the fact that States by 
their constitution, like my own, are not 
permitted to have a deficit and, hence, 
not only have to have a balanced budget, 
but have to carry a cushion. 

Mr. President, the main point I would 
like to make is that the reason the rev
enue sharing was such a gifted proposi
tion was that it was the only way in 
which the Federal Government could 
really be a barrier to maintain federal
ism, exactly the thing Senator HATFIELD 
spoke about, and I know of no authority 
more prestigious on that subject than 
himself, because if the States are going 
to have anything left to local govern
ment, and their own government, they 
have to have the means to finance it and 
carry their responsibilities. 

We can talk forever about the fact we 
want to break down government to the 
resource level, especially as to families, 
children, and so on, but if they do not 
have the resources, they cannot do it. 

Many of them, including my own, do 
not have the resources to put up match
ing funds for Federal programs to which 
they are entitled. 

For all these reasons, I will vote against 
the amendment. 

The subcommittee report paints an 
incorrect picture of financially healthy 
States spending or returning giant sur
pluses in the face of a constrained Fed
eral fiscal circumstance. Nothing could 
be further from the truth. It 1s crucial 
that the Congress understand clearly the 
nature and basis of State financial con
ditions today. 

First, States do not have budget deficits 
because their constitutions generally 
prohibit such financing. Second, because 
of these constitutional restrictions, 
States are required to keep some cushion 
against cyclically declining revenues so 
that mandated expenditures do not force 
their treasuries into illegal deficit spend
ing. 

The size or that surplus is crucial to 
the judgment financial interests make 1n 
underwriting State obligations. And the 
measure of a "solid" surplus is better 
than a 5-percent surplus, according to 
Standard & Poor, the nationally rec
ognized bond rating service. 

Mr. President, only 15 States have 
such a surplus-and all but 2 are 
major energy and/or food producers, so 
their revenues may be expected to have 
risen with the skyrocketing inflation 1n 
these basic commodities. I ask unani
mous consent that a table listing the 
1979 surplus balances be printed in the 
REcoRD as it shows how many States are 
in truly marginal financial condition. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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1979 "SURPLUS" BALANCE AS A PERCENT OF EXPENDITURES 

0 to 1 
percent 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Florida 
Hawaii 
Idaho 
Louisiana 
Michigan 
Minnesota 
New Jersey 
New York 
North Carolina 
Oklahoma 
Pennsylvania 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 
Vermont 
Virginia 

1.1 to 3 
percent 

Arizona 
Illinois 
Kentucky 
Massachusetts 
Rhode Island 
Utah 
Wisconsin 

3.1 to 5 
percent 

California 
Colorado 
Delaware 
Georgia 
Maine 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Ohio 
West Virginia 

Over 5 
percent 

Alaska 
Indiana 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maryland 
Mississippi 
Missourr 
New Hamp· 

shire 
New Mexico 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Washington 
Wyoming 

Note : Nevada and North Dakota do not have completed reports. 

From: National Governor's Association "Understanding the 
Fiscal Condition of States", 1979. 

Mr. JAVITS. Not only must the fallacy 
of current State fiscal health be dis
pelled, but we must also analyze the final 
prospects for these governments. The 
figure has been used of a $2.6 billion 
State surplus in first quarter of 1979, 
to show how well States are fairing. Now, 
I must first point out that this indi
cator is claimed for it; $2.6 billion rep
resents the revenue inftows greater than 
outflows for all State and local units 
of governments for quarter 1979 as re
ported by the Commerce Department 
Bureau of Economic Analysis. The cor
rect way to find out a State's fiscal posi
tion is not to look at taxes paid in in one 
quarter versus the same 3 months' ex
penditures; rather one should examine 
the balance of revenues over total an
nual expenditures and only for States 
not including local units. 

However, to take on the subject on 
its own grounds, for these sets of figures 
prove our point rather than the contrary. 
State governments are being undermined 
by the encroaching business slowdown. 
The same data series shows a $6.7 btl
lion deficit for the second quarter of 
this year. While this figure could fall to 
as low as a $6 billion deficit when ad
justed for some uncounted corporate tax 
receipts, the economic trend is clear
State and local government revenues are 
beginning to suffer a drastic reversal. 

While these precise figures are not ac
curate reflections of true State balances, 
experts at the Department of Com
merce Bureau of Economic Analysis have 
made it clear to us that these are clear 
indicators of fiscal trends. These sad 
events were foreseen in the 1978 "Survey 
of Business" issued by the Department 
of Commerce which predicted in 1979: 

State and local governments will remain 
in surplus only because of the surpluses 
generated by the social insurance funds 
(pension accounts). all other funds, which 
probably recorded a deficit 1n 4th quarter 
1978 will record a larger deficit in 1st quar
ter 1979 and remain in deficit throughout 
the year. 

Similarly, Robert Muller of Standard 
and Poor has suggested that the fiscal 
condition of States is far weaker today 
in real dollar terms than it was in 1973. 

Mr. President, it should be clear by 
now that most States are in fiscal trouble 
and that their troubles will deepen with 

the coming recession. The question of 
whether they are moving to help them
selves has also been raised. It is alleged 
States are cutting taxes, although the 
aggregate recent evidence is unclear. But 
Senators know full well that State tax 
structures are designed to be flexible and 
responsive. There have, indeed, been 25 
cuts in State sales tax, 53 State income 
tax cuts, and 14 State corporate tax cuts 
since 1970, but there have also been 25 
sales tax increases, 30 individual income 
tax increases, and 38 corporate tax in
creases in that period. State tax policies 
are rollercoaster-like, and designed to 
respond to current needs. Everyone ad
mits the net effect of State tax reforms 
over the past decade is to make State 
tax systems infinitely more progressive 
and equitable than before. However, this 
also makes them more venerable to reces
sionary effects. And many States are 
seeking not to put their citizens in higher 
tax brackets as a sole consequence of 
inflation. I must add that, in the same 
decade, the fiscal courage of the Congress 
resulted in four tax cuts and not tax 
increases. 

Mr. President, State government pros
perity is a dangerous illusion. The States 
are entering a twilight economic period 
in which continued and stable Federal 
support 1s indispensable. There could be 
no worse moment to eliminate this vital 
assistance. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Tennessee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Tennessee. 

Mr. SASSER. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. President, I oppose the amend
ment of the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin. 

I do, however, support a reduction in 
the State governments' position of gen
eral revenue sharing funds. It makes 
little sense to continue massive amounts 
of unrestricted funds to State govern
ments that have fully recovered from the 
1974-75 recession and that are now in 
sound financial condition while the Fed
eral budget deficit continues to be $30 
billion this year. 

Mr. President, it seems to me we ought 
to rename this program. and call it gen
eral deficit sharing. 

As far as I can determine, no State 
government will have an operating fund 
deficit this year. State government oper
ating fund surpluses should instead be 
in the range of $4 to $6 blllion. And as a 
result of improved finances, 36 State 
governments have been able to cut taxes 
by about $2.3 billion in 1978 according 
to recent information published. Indeed, 
indications are that aggregate State tax 
cuts. after all legislative sessions are 
finished this year, may run over $3 
billion. 

So, I congratulate State governments 
for showing fiscal restraint and reducing 
taxes. The Appropriations Committee 
vote to reduce the State portion of rev
enue sharing by over $600 million indi
cated that we would like to exhibit sim
ilar fiscal restraint in holding down the 
Federal deficit and eventually reaching a 

balanced budget-something which 30 
State legislatures has asked us to do, 
indicating that unless a balanced budget 
is achieved, they will support a consti
tutional amendment to mandate that 
goal. Something, I might also add, Mr. 
President, that the National Governors' 
Conference has voted to ask us to do. 

During the markup of the HUD ap
propriations bill I voted for the Prox
mire position to reduce the State share 
of revenue sharing by $684 million. It 
was clearly the intent of the amendment 
that no funds were to be cut from local 
units of government, who need general 
revenue sharing funds to provide essen
tial services and to prevent increases 
in the local property tax. 

I have consequently reviewed the effect 
of this amendment. Currently about 35 
to 40 percent of State general revenue 
sharing funds are passed through to 
local jurisdictions. So while the Prox
mire amendment is aimed at reducing 
the State portion of revenue sharing it 
also potentially reduces revenue-sharing 
funding to local governments. 

Because of this situation, I must vote 
against my distinguished colleague, the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on HUD 
Appropriations. I certainly support the 
intent of his position---to cut the State 
share of revenue sharing. But because 
the cut is provided on the appropriations 
bill in this manner and because there 
may not be an opportunity to make cor
rective changes in the authoriza.tion leg
islation this year, this bill could reduce 
local revenue Sharing funds. Therefore, 
I must vote to restore these funds wt this 
time. 

However, Mr. President, I want to say 
that I will support future efforts to ad
dress this problem when the Senate con
siders the reauthorization of the general 
revenue-sharing program next year. I 
believe that the reauthorizing legisla
tion can be amended to reduce the State 
portion of general revenue sh8!ring with
out reducing support to local units of 
government. The Senate Subcommittee 
on Intergovernmental Relations which 
I chair is currently conducting oversight 
hearings on the general revenue sharing 
program, and I assure you tha;t I plan 
to work on this matter in the future with 
the distinguished chaJirm-an of the sub
committee on HUD Appropriations so 
that we may be prepared to make the 
necessary corrective changes in the gen
eral revenue-sharing legislation early 
next year. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the Senator from Utah. 

Mr. GARN. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. President, I am opposed to the 
Proxmire amendment, not on the basis of 
the amount of money involved. 

The argument being made here to
day-whether the States need it or not, 
whether they are in a surplus or in a 
deficit position-is not the line of argu
ment I want to make. 

When I was a mayor, we fought very 
hard for the principle of revenue sharing, 
because it was relatively free of strings 
and dictation by the Federal Govern
ment. That proved to be true. 

We had a model cities program of $3.8 
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mllllon in my city, when $3 mi111on of it 
was used for administration and comply
ing with the Government mandates. We 
had $4 million worth of revenue sharing, 
and we hired not one employee, no ad
ministration. The entire $4 million was 
used ln programs. That has been essen
tially true at the State level, too. 

There may be some argument for cut
ting aid to States, but if lt comes, lt 
should be categorical programs, where 
there 1s a great deal of waste when too 
much of tlhe money is used for adminis
tration. 

so I oppose the outting of revenue
sharing funds on the basis of destroying 
a principle that many of us in local gov
ernment worked very hard to achieve-
to cut down the influence of Congress 
and the Federal Government dictating to 
locally elected offi.cials and State-elected 
offi.cials. That is why I oppose this 
amendment, without even dealing with 
the amount of dollars. We are starting to 
chip away at that principle. 

My distinguished friend from Oregon 
said we are not going to reauthorize. 
I think it is a tragedy 1f we go away from 
that principle, and I am surprised that a 
former Governor wants to do away with 
it. 

On the basis of dollars, maybe we are 
allocating too much to State and local 
governments, but let us cut them in the 
categorical programs, where all the 
strings are and where the Feds dictate, 
and not destroy a principle for which 
local government worked hard, to have 
less interference by the Federal Govern
ment. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I op
pose the amendment before the Senate, 
to cut the States share of general reve
nue sharing for fiscal year 1980. 

Proponents of the reduction have cited 
a figure which indicates a $2.6 billion 
surplus in State and local budgets for 
the first quarter of 1979. Such isolated 
figures provide an inadequate measure 
of the fiscal conditio.ns of States. In its 
report of January 12, 1979, the Joint Eco
nomic Committee recommended against 
"altering policy Judgments of underly
ing fiscal or economic needs because of 
short-term bulges in the surplus," be
cause such surpluses are a transitory 
phenomenon, soon to be erased in later 
quarters. Figures prepared by the Bu
reau of Economic Analysis indicate that 
State and local surpluses available to 
support government programs have been 
decreasing. During the first quarter of 
1978, the surplus was $7.9 billion, as com
pared with the $2.6 blllion surplus re
ported in the same quarter this year. 
Also, the National Governors' Associa
tion reports that a $6 to $7 b1llion budget 
deficit for State and local governments 
can be expected in the second quarter 
of this year with reaso.nable certainty, 
resulting in part from the recent slow
down in the economy. 

As noted in the Economic Report of 
the President of 1979: 

Movements in this aggregate state and 
local surplus or deficit are dominated by 

national trends but conceal great diversity 
across states and among cities and areas 
within states . . . extreme care must there
fore be used in drawing general conclusions 
about the fiscal condition of the state and 
local sector, or of individutll areas within 
it, from the aggregate surplus or deficit. 

A look at the unique fiscal conditions 
of States supports this position. Sur
veys conducted by the National Gover
nors Association have shown that the 
bulk of the aggregate State surplus
indeed, a full one-half-is in three 
States. As many as 34 States accrued 
1979 balances of less than 5 percent of 
operating fund expenditures, which is 
widely regarded as the minimum pro
tection against unanticipated expendi
tures for emergencies. 

My own State of New Jersey is among 
those States which have maintained 
austere budgets. And it would be af
fected seriously by a reduction in the 
State share of general revenue sharing. 
New Jersey's budget for fiscal year 1980 
already has been approved. Out of a $4.6 
b11lion budget, New Jersey's fiscal year 
1980 budget surplus is projected to be 
$40 million, or less than 1 percent of total 
operating expenditures. This cannot be 
considered a surplus; it is the barest 
margin of safety for a State which is 
required by law to maintain a balanced 
budget. If the State share of funds cut 
by the committee is not restored, New 
Jersey would stand to lose almost $25 
million, putting vital State and local pro
grams in jeopardy. 

Currently, the State budget supports 
more than one-third of all public spend
ing in our major urban centers, includ
ing 76 percent of the Newark school 
budget and 79 percent of the budget in 
the city of Camden. Fifty-five percent of 
total State resources is paid out in di
rect aid to local communities, including 
100 percent of the State income tax. A 
reduction in the State share would 
undermine both State and local pro
grams across the board. Similar effects 
can be expected in other States which 
have finalized their budgets with the ex
pectation of receiving their full entitle
ment of general revenue sharing funds 
for fiscal year 1980. 

The State share of revenue sharing is 
used for vital State programs. Nation
wide, 35 percent of the funds are ear
marked for education; 26 percent for a 
variety of social services ranging from 
care to elderly and indigent to envi
ronmental health programs, to emer
gency medical services. Seven States
Arkansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, Massa
chusetts, Mississippi, Missouri, and West 
Virginia-use all o! their revenue sharing 
funds for vital construction projects, 
such as vocational-technical schools, 
public hospitals and universities, and 
fiood alleviation programs. Many States 
allocate revenue sharing funds directly 
to local governments. 

Mr. President, I also suggest, as the 
chairman of the Subcommittee on Rev
enue Sharing of the Finance Committee, 
that this is an unnecessary and hasty re
sponse to the proposition 13 mentality. I 
hope that over the next year, when we 
are considering general revenue sharing, 
we will be able to have a full hearing and 

discuss the issue 1n full detail, and not 
rush to this judgment on the fioor of the 
Senate in response to proposition 13. 

REVENUE SHARING AND A BALANCED I'EDEBAL 

B'CDGET 

e Mr. CULVER. Mr. President, I hope 
that the Senate will agree to retain $684 
million in the State portion of general 
revenue sharing funds. Such action 
would be consistent with both the Presi
dent's recommendations and the House
passed measure. 

Mr. President, during my service in 
the House of Representatives, I was a 
cosponsor of the legislation which cre
ated revenue sharing and I have sup
ported it ever since. The basic argument 
for revenue sharing-that the Federal 
tax system is a superior mechanism for 
efficiently raising funds while States, 
counties, and cities can better adminis
ter them to meet local priorities--has 
not lost validity. Nor has there been any 
diminishment in the useful contribution 
which revenue sharing makes toward 
meeting State commitments in educa
tion, health, transportation, and tax 
relief. 

What have changed are the tactics 
and rhetoric concerning the desirable 
goal of bringing the federal budget into 
balance. The rhetoric persistently points 
to a cumulative surplus in State and local 
government coffers as evidence of laud
able frugality and fiscal restraint. The 
deficits which have characterized the 
federal budget ln recent years, 1n con
trast, are cited as proof of extravagance 
and insensitivity to inflation on the part 
of Congress and the President. 

The facts, of course, are very different. 
That the bulk of the State surplus is 
concentrated in a very few States, that 
it might well disappear if Federal ac
counting methods were used, that the 
latest projections show an emerging deft
cit ln State and local budgets have all 
been mentioned on this fioor and in 
other forums. Whether they have made 
much impact on the debate is open to 
serious question. 

But the factor most relevant to the 
issue we are debating this morning is the 
degree to which Federal deficits and 
State and local surpluses reftect revenue 
transfers from the Federal to State 
levels. The $6.85 billion in general rev
enue sharing-federally raised dollars 
used exclusively for State and local 
needs-is ony the most obvious example. 
Approximately $80 billion in grants in 
aid goes from the Federal Government 
to State and local units. Elimination of 
this cash ftow would wipe out the Federal 
deficit overnight and allow us to make 
the superficially appealing claim to our 
constituents that we were paradigms of 
fiscal virtue. It would, at the same time, 
have devastating effects on the national 
economy, wreak havoc on vi tal domestic 
commitments, and throw into disarray 
the fiscal systems of our State and local 
governments. 

The Appropriation Committee's rec
ommended $684 million reduction in the 
State portion of general revenue sharing 
is, in my judgment, a predictable 
response to the movement by State legis
latures to require a balanced Federal 
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budget by constitutional amendment. 
When the Iowa Legislature was consider
ing such a resolution just a few months 
ago, I noted to some of its members that 
revenue sharing, whi:h has been a popu
lar and useful program in our State, was 
likely to be one of the first targets for a 
cut. That was not a threat; it was a con
clusion that followed reasonably from 
the logic of an amendment insisting on a 
balanced Federal budget. It is instructive, 
I believe that fuller reflection after pass
ing a balanced budget constitutional 
amendment resolution led a majority of 
the members of the Iowa Senate to 
repudiate publicly that action. 

Mr. President, if this amendment is 
accepted, Iowa will lose almost $10 mil
lion which the Governor's ofiice informs 
me is used largely for Iowa's homestead 
and agri:ultural land tax credits, high 
priority contributions to State property 
tax relief. With this amendment, the 
unpleasant choices are higher State taxes 
or an erosion of scarce operating funds. 

Similar detrimental effects will be felt 
in other States. In some States, legisla
tures will have to come back into emerg
ency session to rework budget plans. 
These States-and Iowa is among 
them-have completed action on their 
budgets. They have made reasonable 
assumptions based on the authorized 
levels of revenue sharing and the histori
cal record of appropriations for that pro
gram. To force them to go back to the 
drawing boards at this late date is to 
invite fis~al chaos. The alternative is 
that the decision may have to be made 
for urgent needs to go unmet. I do not 
believe that these results are ones we 
should vote for. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I can 
understand what prompted the reduc
tion in State revenue sharing funds rec
ommended by the committee but I do not 
think the cut is in the interest of either 
State and local governments nor in the 
interest of the United States. I urge my 
colleagues to retain the full funding.e 
e Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I op
pose the amendment offered by the dis
tinguished manager of the bill, Mr. 
PROXMIRE. The amendment would reduce 
$684 million from the portion of the gen
eral revenue sharing program allocated 
to State governments. Though I do not 
believe revenue sharing funds should be 
dispensed to State governments, I op
pose the amendment because of the 
manner in which the reduction would 
be imposed. 

Revenue sharing has been perceived as 
an entitlement program on which State 
and local governments could rely to fi
nance a wide range of programs. While I 
believe revenue sharing is flawed in con
cept, the program has nevertheless been 
perceived as one immune from review in 
the appropriations process. To adopt the 
amendment of the Senator from Wiscon
sin would be to take an action both un
precedented and unexpected. Until this 
week, State governments had every rea
son to believe they would receive their 
full revenue sharing allocations for fiscal 
year 1980. Many States had prepared 
their budgets accordingly. A sudden re-
duction in the funds would require a 

number of States to convene special leg
islative sessions in an attempt to alter 
their budgets. Hasty actions of this na
ture are rarely conducive to rational 
public policy. 

Mr. President, I continue to oppose 
participation by the States in revenue 
sharing, and I intend to vote accord
ingly when the authorization for revenue 
sharing expires at the end of fiscal year 
1980. I see no justification for increasing 
the Federal budget deficit in order to 
contribute to State budget surpluses. 
However, I do not favor reducing State 
revenue sharing funds now. To make a 
revenue sharing cut now would damage 
States which have relied in good faith on 
receipt of those funds during fiscal year 
1980 .• 
• Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to this amendment cutting 
general revenue sharing funds. 

The Congress specifically enacted this 
program as an entitlement in order to 
provide advance assurance to States and 
localities of the moneys they could de
pend on when planning their fiscal 
affairs. 

The dilemma of my own State 1llus
trates why we should not take this type 
of action on an entitlement program. 
New Jersey will, in fiscal 1980, run a 
budget surplus of less than 1 percent-
if it receives its full allocation of revenue 
sharing funds. If we accept this amend
ment the State legislature will have to 
come back into special session to rewrite 
the 1980 budget. New Jersey will already 
suffer a loss of 1980 Federal revenues of 
about $25 million because of our failure to 
continue the countercyclical antireces
sion assistance program, and of about $40 
million due to changes in the social secu
rity deposit regulations. 

This amendment will reduce Federal 
aid to the State by an additional $25 
million. More than half of that money 
would ordinarily be allocated to local gov
ernments. 

Mr. President, I believe that once we 
incur obligations for entitlement pro
grams we should follow through on them, 
and not leave those who depend on these 
funds hanging in the lurch. Therefore, I 
oppose this amendment.• 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I will 
support the Proxmire amendment to cut 
$684 million in general revenue sharing 
funds going to State governments. 

It is not my intention to reduce any 
revenue sharing funds to county, city, 
and other local governments. 

Unlike local governments, the states 
have full taxing powers. Their sources 
of revenue are many. Their needs can be 
met in ways far more equitable than by 
increasing property taxes-the primary 
source of local government revenue. 

The States have been piggy-backing on 
the Federal deficit long enough. The 
Federal Treasury has been borrowing 
money and deepening the Federal deficit 
year after year while cash piles up in 
State treasuries. 

Congress is not helping the States 
when it increases the deficit. The State 
governments are not immune from in
flation. To the extent that an unbalanced 
budget contributes to inflation, it also 

contributes to a long-range worsening of 
State finances. The effort to balance the 
Federal budget is forcing those who are 
best able to sustain the necessary cuts in 
Federal funds to do so. This must include 
the State governments. 

The proposed cut is modest in terms of 
its overall impact on any State. It is far 
less than the $2.3 billion cut I called for 
when I cosponsored S. 263 to eliminate 
completely th~ State share of general 
revenue early this year.e 
• Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I applaud 
Senator PROXMIRE's vigilant and constant 
efforts to hold down the cost of Federal 
programs, but I must oppose his amend
ment to cut $684 million from the gen
eral revenue sharing program. 

This cut comes at a time when eco
nomic recession is a certainty and when, 
according to the National Governors 
Association, the States are projecting 
budget deficits for the rest of the year. If 
the Senator's amendment were adopted, 
the State of Rhode Island would lose $3 
million to $4 million which it has already 
budgeted for the next fiscal year. And, 
Mr. President, like most other States, the 
Rhode Island Legislature has adjourned 
and would have to be reconvened to deal 
with this unexpected problem. 

I am among the budget watchers in 
the Senate who look with dismay upon 
the proliferation in recent years of en
titlement programs and State assistance 
programs provided by the Federal 
Government. But, Mr. President, by at
tacking the revenue sharing program, I 
believe we are attacking the wrong 
animal. Revenue sharing is the model we 
should be using for other fiscal assistance 
programs to provide the States a greater 
degree of flexibility to meet their own 
particular needs and priorities, whether 
in health, law enforcement, education or 
other public services. In fact, Mr. Presi
dent, if we would apply the more flexible 
revenue sharing model to other areas of 
Federal assistance we would be much 
more effective in helping the States meet 
their needs, and as a result, I am confi
dent that the Governors of our 50 States 
would be willing to forgo even more than 
$684 million a year in Federal assistance. 
If we would do that, we could save more 
than the sum Senator PROXMIRE seeks to 
save by his amendment. 

As you know, Mr. President, later this 
year and next year the Finance Com~t
tee will be considering the reauthonza
tion of the general revenue sharing pro
gram. Clearly, this would be the best time 
to study the ways in which we might 
reform the program. There have been 
suggestions that it would be better to tar
get revenue sharing to the States and 
towns which have the more severe eco
nomic problems, rather than showering 
revenue sharing dollars on virtually every 
State government and municipality, 
regardless of need. This, too, could save 
the taxpayers a substantial sum of 
money. But I do not think the amend
ment offered today by the Senator from 
Wisconsin would be particularly con
structive given our economic situation, 
and I will vote against it.e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
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question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment offered by the Senator from Wis
consin. On this question the yeas and 
nays have been ordered, and the clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON), 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEF
LIN), the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
HuDDLESTON), the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. INOUYE) , the Senator from Mis
sissippi <Mr. STENNis), and the Senator 
from Alabama <Mr. STEWART) are nec
essarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARM
STRONG), the Senator from Oklahoma 
<Mr. BELLMON), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. PRESSLER), and the Sen
ator from South Carolina <Mr. THuR
MOND) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THURMOND) would vote 
"nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 31, 
nays 59, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 227 Leg. I 
YEAS-31 

Bayh DeConcinl Provnire 
Bentsen Glenn Ribicoff Bid en Hart Schmitt 
Boren Hatfield Schweiker Burdick Helms S'mpson Byrd, Humphrey Stafford 

Harry F., Jr. Johnston Stevens 
Byrd, Robert C. Metzenbaum Stone 
Cannon Musk1e Talmadge 
Chiles Nelson Young 
Cranston Nunn 

NAY&-59 
Baker Hatch Morgan 
Baucus Hayakawa Moynihan 
Boschwitz Heinz Packwood Bradley Hollings Pell Bumpers Jackson Percy 
Chafee Javits Pryor 
Church Jepsen Randolph 
Cochran Kassebaum Riegle 
Cohen Kennedy Roth 
Culver Laxalt Sarbanes 
Danforth Leahy Sasser 
Dole Levin Stevenson 
Domenicl Long Tower 
Duren berger Lugar Tsongas 
Durkin Magnuson Wallop 
Ex on Mathias Warner 
Ford Matsunaga Weicker 
Ga.rn McClure Williams 
Goldwater McGovern Zorlnsky 
Gravel Melcher 

NOT VOTING-10 
Armstrong Huddleston Stewart 
Bellmon Inouye Thurmond 
Eagleton Pressler 
Heflin Stennis 

So Mr. PROXMIRE's amendment <No. 
458) was rejected. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that motion 
on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. SASSER addressed the Chair. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

does the distinguished Senator wish me 
to yield to him? 

Mr. SASSER. Will the distinguished 
majority leader yield for a 30-second 
amendment which, I am told, the man
agers of the bill will accept? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield for that purpose. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 459 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of appropri
ated funds to contract for plant care or 
watering services) 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I send 

to the desk an amendment and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
NELSON) . The clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER) 

proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 459. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
At the end of the blll insert the following 

new section: 
SEc. 410. No part of any appropriation !or 

the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980, 
contained in this or any other Act shall be 
used to contract with private firms to pro
vide plant care or watering services. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am of
fering an amendment that would pro
hibit Federal agencies from using appro
priated funds to contract with private 
firms to provide plant care and watering 
services. 

Mr. President, on February 21, 1979, 
the Legislative Branch Appropriations 
Subcommittee-which I chair--con
ducted a hearing on the fiscal year 1980 
budget of the Copyright Royalty Tri
bunal. This is a small Federal agency em
ploying only 11 people. The function of 
the agency relates to certain aspect of 
the new copyright law which went into 
effect on January 1, 1979. 

During the course of the hearing, I 
had occasion to inquire into a proposed 
expenditure of $2,000 for-and I quote-
"other services, miscellaneous." 

Mr. President, it was with some cha
grin that I verified that this small agen
cy-employing only 11 people-was 
spending eleven hundred dollars a year 
on-and you will not believe this-a 
plant care and watering service for their 
office plants: $632 for the plants and $468 
a year for "maintenance." 

At that time, Mr. President, I stated 
that I believe that almost any Govern
ment funds expended to purchase plants 
or to hire people to water them appears 
to be out of line. 

Why not use homegrown plants? I 
water my own plants. 

Subsequently, Mr. President, I con
tacted the General Accounting Office. I 

requested a listing of Federal agencies 
contracting with private firms for ac
quiring and maintaining indoor office 
plants. 

In response to my request, the GAO 
provided a list of 26 Federal agencies. 
These agencies had spent $816,700 of 
taxpayers' funds during the period 1974 
to 1978 on contracts with private firms
for acquiring and maintaining indoor 
office plants. 

Mr. President, the average taxpayer 
from Tennessee pays $2,000 in Federal 
income taxes a year. 

I wonder how those families from Ten
nessee would feel-to know that an 
amount equal to the entire tax bill
paid by 100 Tennessee families-over a 
period of 4 years-had been used by their 
Government to contract with private 
firins for acquiring and maintaining in
door office plants for Federal employees. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the tabulation appear in the 
RECORD at the conclusion of my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1. > 
Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I am 

aware that--from time to time-there 
are reports in the media that Congress 
is guilty of acquiring "free plants" from 
the Botanic Garden. 

Before bringing the whole matter of 
the taxpayers paying for plants to the 
attention of my colleagues, I took up the 
Senate experience with the distinguished 
chairman of the Joint Committee on the 
Library <Mr. PELL) whose committee 
has jurisdiction over these matters. The 
joint committee staff subsequently took 
the matter up with the Architect of the 
Capitol, who has jurisdiction over the 
Botanic Garden. The Architect has re
ported that no "free" plants are given to 
Members and their staffs. However, some 
of the plants grown at the Botanic Gar
den are, indeed, loaned to the various 
offices of the Senate under procedures 
approved by the Joint Committee on the 
Library. 

Whereas, under existing procedures 
established by the joint committee, ap
proximately $30 in plant material could 
be loaned to a Senate office in a year
this hardly compares with the expendi
ture of $1,100 for one small Federal agen
cy with only 11 people. 

Mr. President, in the final analysis, the 
question comes down to "Should the tax
payers pay for office plants for Federal 
employees." 

Consequently, Mr. President. I am of
fering an amendment that would pro
hibit Federal agencies from using ap
propriated funds to contract with pri
vate firms to provide plant care and 
watering services. 

With all the emphasis on cutting Fed
eral spending to balance the budget, this 
certainly is one area where we can make 
progress. I am hopeful, Mr. President, 
that- the distinguished manager of the 
bill wm accept this amendment. 
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EXHIBIT 1 

LISTING OF AGENCIES CONTRACTING WITH P.RIVATE FIRMS FOR ACQUIRING AND MAINTAINING INDOOR OFFICE PLANTS DURING FISCAL YEARS 1974- 77 

Aaency 1974 1975 1976 1977 Total Arency 1974 1975 1976 1977 Total 

Department of the Trea~ury ___ • _ ____ __ $90, 400 $74, 000 $45, 600 $12,700 
54,000 
18, 900 
30, 600 
15, 900 
24,800 

$222, 700 Department of labor ___ ___ _____ ___ - - - - ---- ______ $5, 300 __ -- - - -- ---- --------
Consumer Product Safety Commission .__ $2, 200 800 $1, 200 $1, 000 

S5, 300 
5, 200 
3, 900 

Department of the I ntenor ___ __ -- ------ 200 900 53,300 108,400 
73,400 
72, 800 
53,600 
45, 400 

Small Business Administration_ ____ _________ _______________ 1, 900 2, 000 Un1ted States Postal Service___ __ _____ _ 12, 000 18, 000 24, 500 
Department of Housina and Urban Department of Eneray -- ------- ------ -- 3, 500 4, 500 34, 200 

Developm£nL •••• ---- - - ------------ ------ -- -- - - --- -- - - - 2, 500 1, 300 Department of Transportation ________ __ 5, 300 16, 400 16, 000 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-

3, 800 

2, 700 
2,100 

Veterans' Administration ____ ---- -- ________ _____ _ 14, 300 6, 300 
istration _______ ______ ______________________ __ 600 2, 100 -- --- -----Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare______ _______ __________ __ __ 4, 400 13, 700 
Environmental Protection Aaency --- - - - - 1, 600 1, 400 
General Services Administration ______ __ 10, 000 1, 100 
Department of Aariculture____ ___ __ ____________ __ 13,600 
Department of Justice_________ ________ 4, 300 2, 400 
Federal Reserve System----- __ ____ ------------- - ---- - - ----
DepartmentofCommerce______ ___ __ __ 2,600 2, 600 
Inter-American Foundation__ ____ ____ __ 2, 500 2, 600 
Farm Credit Administration____________ 1, 900 2, 100 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation.. 400 1, 200 

Mr. PROXMIRE. W111 the Senator 
give us some idea what savings wm be 
involved in this amendment, roughly? 

Mr. SASSER. I w111 advise the distin
guished manager of the bill that-based 
on past experience-this would save ap
proximately $200,000 per year. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would this amend
ment apply to activities that would be 
conducted in city parks, and so forth? 

Mr. SASSER. No; this would be activ
ities which are conducted in the omces 
of various agencies wherein they con
tract with a private plant service to 
come by and water their plants. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have no objection 
to the amendment, but I have not had 
a chance to discuss it with the Senator 
from Maryland, who is the ranking 
minority member of the subcommittee. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I have 
not had the opportunity to review the 
matter carefully, either. I would not 
want to do anything that would im
pose upon the rights of cities, States, or 
counties to maintain their parklands. It 
it is limited, as the Senator says, to 
simply omces, I would see no great dim
culty with it, but I think the legislative 
record ought to be clear. 

Mr. SASSER. I would point out that it 
applies only to Federal agencies, and I 
was under the impression that it had 
been discussed with the distinguished 
manager of the bill, and he was agree
able to accepting it. 

Mr. MATHIAS. It would not prevent 
the distinguished Senator from West 
Virgtnta, the Senator from Wisconsin, 
or the Senator from Maryland from 
watering the plants in our omces, would 
it? 

Mr. SASSER. No; because the amend
ment goes only to contracts with pr1-
vateftrms. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is agreed to. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sena
tor from West Virginia. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1980 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the HUD 
appropriation blli now be temporarily 
laid aside, and that the Senate proceed 
to the consideration of Calendar Order 
No. 272, H.R. 4580, the District of Co
lumbia appropriations bill, with the fol
lowing provisos: That there be a time 

12,700 
7, 300 
9, 500 
3, 900 
8, 600 
4, 000 
2, 700 
4, 400 
3, 000 
1, 900 

8, 800 
19, 000 
8, 400 

11, 100 
8, 500 

39, 600 
29,300 
29,000 
28,600 
23,800 
17, 500 
14,000 
13,000 

Federal Trade Commission________ _________ _____ 800 400 900 
Federal Mediation and Concil iation Service ___ ____________________________ __ __ _____________ ____ ----__ 1, 500 1, 500 

1, 300 
1, 000 

Federal Election Commission_ __________________ __ 500 300 500 
District of Columbia __ ._ -- --- - -- ------ 1, 000 ___ _ ------ - - ---- -------- -- ----

13,500 
6,100 
3, 500 
2, 500 
5, 700 

Pennsylvania Avenue Development 
100 

816,700 

Corporation ___ _________________ _________ __ ___ 100 __ ------------------

9, 500 
9, 200 

TotaL ______ ___ ____________ __ _ 142,300 176,900 246,300 251,200 

limitation on the District of Columbia 
appropriation bill of 1 hour, to be equally 
divided between and controlled by the 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY) and 
the Senator from Maryland <Mr. MA
THIAS) ; that there be a time limitation 
on any amendment of 30 minutes; that 
there be a time limitation on any de
batable motion or appeal or point of 
order, if such is submitted to the Senate, 
of 10 minutes; that on an amendment by 
Mr. HELMS dealing with abortion, there 
be an up or down vote; that that amend
ment not be subject to amendment; and 
that the agreement be 1n the usual form 
as to the division and control of time; 
and furthermore, that the D.C. appro
priation bUI not be subject to being 
pulled down by a call for the regular 
order during the consideration of the 
D.C. appropriation bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, will the Senator 
from West Virginia leave his request 
pending and allow me 3 or 4 minutes to 
check with one Member on this side? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. Mr. Pres
ident, I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative cle1·k 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection to the time agreement. 
I have no objection. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
distinguished assistant minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The bill will be stated by title. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A blll (H.R. 4580) making appropriationa 

!or the government of the District of Colum
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict !or the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1980, and !or other purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations with 
amendments. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that it be 1n order 
at this time to ask for the yeas and nays 
on final passage of this measure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, it is !O 
ordered. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sumcient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to have the opportunity to pre
sent to the Senate the committee rec
ommendations on the District of Colum
bia Appropriations Act for fiscal year 
1980. The recommendations are the re
sult of 9 days of hearings to consider the 
city's request and the views of many 
citizens and taxpayers that wished to be 
heard. In addition to reviewing the orig
inal request contained 1n the President's 
budget, the committee also considered an 
$86.5 million budget amendment trans
mitted to Congress on May 31. 

As you know, Mr. President, the late
ness of the city's budget transmittal 1n 
the past has made it nearly impossible 
to consider enacting an appropriation 
bill in a timely manner. One reason that 
we are able to be here today with a bill 
is the fact that last year the committee 
insisted on a general provision establish
ing a due date of February 1 for sub
mission of the ctiy's budget to Congress. 
That date was met for the fiscal year 
1980 budget, and because it was the com
mittee has been able to act in a timely 
manner. 

The District of Columbia's budget re
quest for fiscal year 1980 is $1,657,046,000, 
of which $1,480,505,700 is for operating 
expenses and the remaining $176,540,300 
is for capital improvements. The com
mittee analyzed these requests in great 
detail and the budget we are recommend
ing is fully balanced and provides full 
funding for all the basic city needs. 
I would also point out that while the 
target ceiling in the first concurrent res
olution for budget authority for the Dis
trict of Columbia was $500 million, the 
total Federal funds recommended by the 
committee 1s $385 mlllion, or $115 million 
less than the budget ce1ling. 

There are two major reasons why the 
committee is able to recommend a Fed
eral funds total less than the target 
ceiling. First, the President's budget in
cluded a request of $317 million for the 
Federal payment, $17 million of which 
was subject to authorization. To date, no 
authorization increase has been proposed 
in the Senate. Accordingly, the commit-
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tee sought the advice of the Mayor as to 
where the budget should be reduced by 
$17 million. In addition, the city will be 
able to fund some of the programs in fis
cal year 1980 with cash balances remain
ing from previous years, thereby further 
reducing the need fur a large Federal 
payment. These actions can be taken 
while providing for all the basic needs of 
the city and doing so with a fully bal
anced budget. 

For fiscal year 1980 the committee rec
ommends a total budget of $1,561,110,200, 
of which $1,395,754,900 is for operating 
expenses and $165,355,300 is for the cap
ital improvements program. This repre
sents an increase of $60,008,500 over the 
level provided last year for operating 
expenses and an increase of $88,140,300 
over the level for capital outlay for a 
total Increase of $148,148,800 compared 
with the level provided in fiscal year 1979. 
Although the recommended budget totals 
are higher than the House passed blll, it 
should be pointed out that the Senate 
committee has considered the $86.5 mil
lion budget amendment not considered 
by the House. 

Instead of taking the Senate's time in 
going over each and every detail of the 
b111, I would like to provide a brief sum
mary. The recommended Federal pay
ment for fiscal year 1980 is $249,121,500, 
a reduction of nearly $68 mlllion below 
the amount requested. As stated earlier, 
$17 mtlllon of the amount requested is 
not authorized, and further reducthms 
were possible because of anticipated cash 
balances remaining at the end of the cur
rent fiscal year. This level for the Federal 
payment is only $3.4 million less than 
the amount provided In the current year. 
At the same time, It Is the level necessary 
to provide for the basic needs of the city. 

One of the major items the committee 
has Included In Its recommendation is 
funding for the implementation of a 
comprehensive financial management 
system for the District of Columbia. 
After years of planning, the efforts of the 
temporary commission on financial 
oversight for the District of Columbia 
and the D.C. Office of Financial Manage
ment will implement such a system on 
the first of October of this year. For the 
first time, the District's financial condi
tion will be determined on a comprehen
sive basis. It is a much needed improve
ment, and Senator EAGLETON has worked 
hard ·over the years to see that it Js 

done. The bill provides 44 permanent 
positions, 50 temporary positions, and 
$5.4 million to insure that the system 
is properly implemented during the crit-

. ical first-year period. 
The committee has recommended ad

ditional funding for the advisory neigh
borhood commission program and for the 
D.C. Commission on the Arts and the 
Humanities. The levels recommended are 
$150,000 over the House marks for the 
ANC program and $190,000 over the 
House mark for the Arts and Humanities 
Commission. 

The recommendation includes fund
ing for a summer jobs for youth program 
for the summer of 1980 as well as fund
ing to initiate a jobs program for adults 
with dependents. The Committee plans 
to conduct hearings later this year to 
review the success of this year's summer 
youth jobs effort, and bill language has 
been included making the funding for 
next year·s effort contingent upon ap
proval of a plan for proposed expendi
tures by both the House and Senate 
Appropriations Committees. 

Mr. President, there are several sig
niftcant areas in which the committee is 
in agreement with the House. The first 
action relates to the city's pollee and 
fire retirement program. Although some 
improvement has been made in the past 
year, significant problems still exist. The 
committee believes that more could be 
done on the part of the city to correct 
serious deficiencies in administration of 
the disability retirement program. When 
compared with 15 other major U.S. cities, 
the number of disability retirements in 
the District rates poorly. Overall, dis
ability retirements averaged 36 percent 
among the 15 cities compared with 79 
percent in the District of Columbia. Ac
cordingly, the committee has agreed with 
the House recommendation to reduce 
funds available for disability retirements 
by $5 million and has directed the city 
to implement needed administrative re
forms. 

Second, there is the matter of the 
welfare program in the District of Co
lumbia. Mr. President, the committee was 
shocked to learn in hearings that the 
city had diverted employees assigned to 
uncover welfare fraud to other, less im
portant work. Several years ago, the 
Congress specifically allowed 45 posi
tions and related funding solely for the 
purpose of investigating welfare fraud 

cases. The city apparently thought that 
these positions could be better used else
where. How much the city lost by not 
being able to identify and recover er
roneous payments is indeterminable. The 
committee has directed that these posi
tions be used for the purpose intended 
by Congress. In addition, the additional 
$5.7 million requested for welfare pay
ments has been denied, in agreement 
with the House. 

Finally, Mr. President, the committee 
has deleted two general provisions added 
on the House floor related to funding for 
abortions. Due to the unique character 
of the District of Columbia, the annual 
appropriation bill includes not only Fed
eral funds, but also locally generated 
revenues. Before the city can spend one 
dollar of its property tax, or its sales tax, 
or its local income tax, the Congress must 
appropriate the money. The provisions 
added by the House would deny the Dis
trict's right to determine if its own 
money should be spent on abortions. Mr. 
President, the Congress has no right to 
make such a determination for any of 
the 50 States, and would never attempt to 
do so. The same argument, that of inter
fering with the rights of the States, 
should apply here. We have abortion re
strictions on Federal funds granted 
through the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, and these restric
tions apply to the District as well as any 
of the States. These provisions are not 
an attempt to place the same restrictions 
on the District, but rather an attempt to 
place additional restrictions on the use of 
funds . On that basis, the Senate Appro
priations Committee rejected a proposed 
amendment by a 2-to-1 margin. 

Mr. President, I would at this point like 
to thank Senator MATHIAS, the ranking 
minority member of the subcommittee, 
for his excellent assistance and support 
in preparation of these recommendations. 
I would also be remiss if I did not com
pliment the committee staff who worked 
long, hard hours in an effort to get this 
bill before the Senate today; John Gnor
ski, the subcommittee clerk; Betty Hoem, 
his administrative assistant; and James 
Bond, the minority counsel. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table detailing the committee 
recommendations be printed in the REc
ORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBLIGATIONAL) AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1979 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE BILL FOR 
FISCAL YEAR 1980 

Aaency and item 

(l) 

TITLE I-TEMPORARY COMMISSION ON FINANCIAL 
OVERSIGHT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

Salaries and expenses-----·---------·····--·--- --·· 

TITLE II-DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FEDERAL 
FUNDS 

Budget esti· 
New budget mates of new 

(obligational) (obligational) 
authority authority 

fiscal year 1979 fiscal year 1980 

(2) (3) 

$7,500,000 $500, 000 

New budget 
New budget (obligational) 

(obligational) authority 
authority recommended 

recommended by the Senate 
in House bill committee 

(4) (5) 

$500, 000 $500, 000 

~:~~=~nx~:~~-,reiiilt>tirse-mer.i -forwiifeiiiiiilsewer- 252
• 
565

• 
000 317

• 
000

• 
000 191

• soo. ooo 249, 121, soo 
services to Federal fac ilit ies .·------ -· ·--·-------- 12, 200, 000 10,500 000 10 300 000 10 500 000 

redera; paym1"f ~o retire RFK Stadium bonds_ ·----__ 9, 900, 000 ·- -· ______ __ -~-- ______ -·---~ ---~ ________ _____ ' ___ -~ ·- __ 
oans or cap1 a Investment._ ________________________________________ 159, 391, 700 125, 725, 700 125, 000, 000 

Total, Federal funds to District of Columbia ___ _ _ 274, 665, 000 486, 891 , 700 327, 525, 700 384, 621 , 500 

Senate committee recommendation compared with-

New budget 
(obligational) 

authority 
fiscal year 1979 

(6) 

Budget esti· 
mates of new 
(obligational) 

authority 
fiscal year 1980 

(7) 

House 
allowance 

(8) 

- $7,000, 000 ··--------------········- · - · --------

-3, 443,500 - $67, 878, 500 +$57, 621, 600 

- ~·. ~~: ~ ==================--------~~~~·-~~ -+ 125, 000, 000 -34, 391, 700 -725, 700 

+ 109, 956, 500 -102, 270, 200 + 57, 095, 800 
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COMPARATIVE STATEMENT OF NEW BUDGET (OBliGATIONAl) AUTHORITY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1979 AND BUDGET ESTIMATES AND AMOUNTS RECOMMENDED IN THE Bill FOR 

FISCAL YEAR 198Q-Continued 

New budget 
Senate committee recommendation compared with-

New budget 
Budget esti- New budget (obligational) Budget esti-

mates of new (obligational) authority New budget mates of new 
(obligational) (obligational) authority recommended (obligational) (obligational) 

authority authority recommended by the Senate authority authority House 
Aaency and item fiscal year 1979 fiscal year 1980 in House bill committee fiscal year 1979 fiscal year 1980 allowance 

(1) 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FUNDS OPERATiNG 
EXPENSES 

(2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) 

Governmental direction and support.- --- ------ --- --- ($66, 397, 900) ($70, 983, 200) ($67, 399, 700) ($64, 879, 000) ( - $1, 518, 900) ( - $6, 104, 200) ( - $2, 520, 700) 
Economic development and regulation _______________ _ (15, 070, 000) (25, 673, 700) (13, 810, 900) (16, 009, 700) <+939, 700) ( -9, 664, 000) ( +2. 198, 800) 
Public safety and justice _________ ______ ___________ _ (291, 569, 100) (303, 024, 900) (293, 247, 700) (296, 177, 800) ( +4. 608, 700) ( -6, 847, 100) ( +2. 930, 100) 
Public education system ___________________________ _ (309, 564, 000) ( 326, 162, 300) (310, 596, 700) (317, 379, 500) <+7. 815, 500) ( -8, 782, 800) ( +6. 782, 800) 

<+21, 321, 900) Human support services ___ _______ -- ---- ___ ________ _ (335, 498, 700) (374, 156, .900) (329, 110, 500) (350, 432, 400) (+14, 933, 700) ( -23, 724, 500) 
Transportation services and assistance _-------- _____ _ (83, 797, 900) (95, 717, 600) (91 , 280, 100) (92, 858, 600) ( +9, 060, 700) ( -2, 859, 000) ( + 1, 578, 500) 
Environmental services and supply _____________ ____ _ (76, 273, 200) (81, 519, 200) (77, 137, 800) (79, 206, 100) (+2, 932, 900) (-2, 313, 100) <+2. 068, 300) 
Personal services __________ ------ _______________ _ (34, 610, 600) (81, 610, 600) (47, 354, 500) (58, 354, 500) ( +23, 743, 900) ( -23, 256, 100) ( +11. 000,000) 
Repayment of loans and interest_ __ ________________ _ (120, 400, 000) (121, 657, 300) (120, 457, 300) (120, 457, 300) ~+57, 300) ( -1, 200, 000)__ ------ ---------
Demonstration expenses ____ ___________ ____________ _ (2, 565, 000) ------------------------------------ -- ---------- -- ---- (- ' 565, 000) --- - ---------------------- -- --------

(1, 335, 746, 400) (1, 480, 505, 700) (1, 350, 395, 200) (1, 395, 754, 900) ( +60, 008, 500) ( -84, 750, 80 0) <+45, 359, 700) Tob~ope~tingexpenses ________________ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~=~~~~~ 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 
(77, 215, 000) (176, 540, 300) (132, 830, 200) (165, 355, 300) ( +88, 140, 300) ( -11, 185, 000) <+32, 525, 100) Capibl outlay _______________ ------ _______________ _ 

Thb~Db~ct~~um~fun~-------------~~~~~~~~~------~~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ (1, 412, 961, 400) (1, 657, 046, 000) ( 1' 483, 225, 400) (1, 561, 110, 200) <+148, 148, 800) ( -95, 935, 800) ( +77. 884, 800) 

RECAPITULATION 

282, 165, 000 487, 391, 700 328, 025, 700 385, 121, 500 +102, 956,500 -102, 270, 200 +57, 095, 800 Grand tobl, new budget (obliaational) authority_ 
Consistingof: ==============~~====~~~=~,;;;;~~~=~;;:;,:~~~=~~~~~ 

Temporary Commission on Financial Oversiaht of 
the District of Columbia _____________________ _ 7, 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 -7,000,000 --------------------------·--------

District of Columbia: 
Federal funds to the District of Columbia ________ _ 274, 665, 000 486, 891, 700 327,525, 700 384, 621, 500 +109, 956,500 -102,270,200 +57, 095, 800 
District of Columbia Funds ______ ______________ _ (1, 412, 961, 400) (1, 657, 046, 000) (1, 483, 225, 400) (1, 561, 110, 200) (+148, 148, 800) ( -95,935, 800) <+77, 884, 800) 

Mr. LEAHY. That summarizes the 
committee action on this bill. Before I 
yield to the distinguished ranking mi
nority member <Mr. MATHIAS), who has 
been, as always, extraordinarily help
ful, I ask nnanimous consent to correct 
one matter. 

In the printing of the committee 
amendments, a minor error was made. 
On page 7, line 20, the amount of the 
Senate amendment should be $18,691,800 
instead of $18,191,800, as printed. I ask 
nnanimous consent that that error be 
corrected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it will be corrected. 

Does the Senator wish to request that 
the committee amendments be consid
ered en bloc? 

Mr. LEAHY. I was just about to make 
that request. Mr. President, I ask nnani
mous consent that the committee 
amendments be considered and agreed 
to en bloc for the purpose of further 
amendment, and that the bill as thus 
amended be considered as original text 
for the purpose of further amendment, 
provided that no point of order shall be 
waived by reason of such agreement. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not ob
ject, the previous unanimous-consent 
request proponnded by the distinguished 
majority leader did not include the pro
vision that no point of order would lie 
in connection with my amendment. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I make 
that request, that no point of order lie 
by reason thereof. 

Mr. HELMS. I have no objection, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments agreed to en bloc 
are as follows: 

On page 2, Une 25, strike "$191,500,000" 
and insert "*249,121,500": 

On page 3, line 4, strike "$10,300,000" and 
insert "$10,500,000"; 

On page 3 , line 14, strike "$125,725,700" 
and insert "$125,000,000"; 

On page 3, line 24, strike "$67,399,700" and 
insert "$64,879,000"; 

On page 4, line 2, insert the word "and" 
immediately after the word "Mayor," 

On page 4, line 3, strike "and $300 for each 
member of the Councll of the District of 
Columbia"· 

On page '4, line 23, strike "$13,810,900" and 
insert "$16,009,700"; 

On page 5, line 6, strike "$293,247,700" and 
insert "$296,177,800"; 

On page 6, Une 5, strike "$310,596,700" and 
insert "$317,379,500"; 

On page 6, line 8, strike "$230,975,300" and 
insert "$236,540,700"; 

On page 6, line 10, strike "$47,115,200" and 
insert "$48,011,600"; 

On page 6, line 11, strike "$9,639,700" and 
Insert "$9,770,700"; 

On page 6, line 12, strike $"161,500" and 
Insert "$351,500"; 

On page 7, Une 7, strike "$329,110,500" and 
Insert "$350,432,400"; 

On page 7, line 20, strike "$20,919,500" and 
insert "$18,691,800"; 

On page 7, 11ne 23, after "compensation" 
insert a colon and the following: 

Provided. further, That none of the funds 
appropriated for the summer youth jobs pro
gram shall be obl1gated until the Subcom
mittees on the District of Columbia Appro
priations of the House of Representatives and 
the Senate have approved a plan submitted 
by the Mayor and the City Councll deta111ng 
proposed expenditures_ 

On page 8 , line 10, strike "$91,280,100" and 
insert "$92,858,600"; 

On page 8, Une 19, strike "$77,137,800" and 
Insert "$79,206,100"; 

On page 9, Une 7, strike "$47,354,500" and 
Insert "$58,354,500"; 

On page 10, Une 5, strike "$132,830,200" and 
Insert "$165,355,300"; 

On page 10, 11ne 5, strike "$4,906,700" and 
insert "$5,288,100"; 

On page 14, Une 23, strike "37,886" and 
insert "38,230"; 

On page 15, Une 4, strike "33,659" and in
sert "34,003"; 

On page 15, line 5, strike "9,652" and in
sert "9,694"; 

On page 16, line 11, following the period. 
strike through and including the word "per
tains" in line 18; 

On page 17, beginning with line 7, strike 
through and 1nclud1.ng 11ne 12. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I had ear
lier sent out a list asking nnanimous con
sent for ftoor privileges for two staff 
members. Apparently there has been 
some confusion at the desk outside. 
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that 
Martin Franks and Harry Jaffe of my 
staff have access to the ftoor throughout 
all matters involved in the consideration 
of the District of Columbia appropria
tions measure. 

Mr. MUSKIK Mr_ President, wlll the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LEAHY. As soon as I get that 
nnanimous consent request agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the Senator 
from Maine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Sen
ate is now considering H.R. 4580, which 
appropriates fnnds for the District of Co
lumbia for fiscal year 1980. The bill is 
fiscally responsible and I support it. 

I will just take a moment to point out 
the budgetary implications of the bill. 

Mr. President, H.R. 4580, as reported, 
provides $0.4 billion in new budget au
thority. Outlays associated with the bill, 
including outlays from prior-year appro
priations for these programs, also total 
$0.4 billion. 

Under section 302(b) of the Budget 
Act, the Appropriations Committee di
vides among its subcommittees the total 
budget authority and outlays allocated 
to the committee under the first budget 
resolution_ The Appropriations Commit
tee has allocated $0-5 billion in budget 
authority and $0.5 billion in outlays to 
the D.C. Subcommittee. 
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The funds provided by H.R. 4580 as 
reported, plus prior action, put the ~ub
committee under its 302(b) allocations 
by $0.1 billion in both budget authority 
and outlays. I congratulate the subcom
mittee and its chairman, Senator LEAHY, 
for staying within its allocation. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table showing the relation
ship of this bill to the subcommittee allo
cation be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
H R 4580-DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATIONS BILL, 

"FiSCAL YEAR 1980-RELATIONSHIP TO SUBCOMMITTEE'S 
SEC. 302(b) ALLOCATION 

[In billions of dollars] 

Bud,et 
authonty Outlays 

4580 as reported. I urge my colleagues 
to do likewise. 

I congratulate the floor manager and 
the ranking minority member on bring
ing to the floor an appropriation b1ll 
that fits within the budget requirements. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the distinguished 
chairman of the Budget Committee. I 
yield to the distinguished ranking mi
nority member <Mr. MATHIAS) . 

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the chairman 
of the committee, the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY), 
not only for his remarks here today but 
for his continuing interest in the prob
lems of the District of Columbia. He 
leads this subcommittee with thorough
ness and fairness, and I think it would 
not be inappropriate to add, courage. I 
look forward to our continuing work to
gether on matters that deal with the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

Subcommittee's sec. 302(b) allocation . .... 0. 5 o.s Mr. President, I wlll not deal at any 
Action completed •• -- ---------- •. ---- •••. ----
H.R. 4580, as reported.... ....... . ... . 4 

Amount over<+> or under(-) subcom· 
mittee allocation ••••••••.•••• -----···· 

Possible later requirements: None antici · 

<•> great length on the points of this bUl ex
. 3 cept to note that while the bill appears 

to be over the sum appropriated by the 

Po~:~~~ amount over ( +) or under (-) 
subcommittee allocation.-- ----- ••••••• 

• Less than $50,000,000. 

-.1 

-.1 

Note: Details may not add to totals due to roundina. 

-.1 

-.1 

Mr. MUSKIE. I also note that the 
bill has been reported early enough to 
permit enactment of the District of Co
lumbia budget before the fiscal year be
gins. That is an important benefit of 
the timetable specified under the con
gressional budget process. 

Although the subcommittee is likely 
to be below its allocation, I want to re
mind the Senate of the point I made 
when previous. fiscal 1980 appropriation 
bills were before us. It appears that the 
full Appropriations Committee could ex
ceed the amount allocated to it under 
the first budget resolution by about $6 
billion in budget authority and $5 bil
lion in outlays when all the regular ap
propriation bills and expected supple
mental requirements are taken ,into ac
count. 

At the risk of belaboring the point, I 
note again that, taken altogether, these 
additional appropriations could increase 
the fiscal 1980 deficit by as much as $4 
to $5 bUlion. In fact, the combination 
of these additional appropriations and 
the apparent economic slowdown threat
en to drive the fiscal 1980 deficit higher 
than that of fiscal 1979. 

Mr. President, as I have said before, 
I recognize that the failure of other com
mittees to achieve savings in appropri
ated programs, uncontrollable increases 
in some programs, and new Presidential 
energy initiatives, are beyond the con
trol of the Appropriations Committee. 
But I again urge the Senate to make 
appropriate reductions in future bills 
to avoid a significant increase over the 
first budget resolution targets. I also 
urge the Senate conferees on this bill 
to carefully consider the arguments of 
the House conferees for additional re
straint in the Federal payment to the 
District of Columbia. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I repeat 
that I intend to vote in favor of H.R. 

other body, it must be pointed out that 
the Senate was faced with $86 million in 
budget amendments which were not con
sidered by the House. Therefore, we must 
necessarily have had to deal with prob-
lems that were not before the other body. 

Second, the recommendations con
tained in this bill are, in fact, $113 mil
lion under the District of Columbia's 
allocation for budget authority, and $121 
million under the allocation for outlays. 
So, as the Senator from Maine, the 
chairman of the Budget Committee, has 
just pointed out, we have done our best 
to observe the principles of fiscal pru
denc here. rt is, in fact, $102,270,200 be
low the budget estimate. 

So by all the various tests of fiscal 
prudence, I think this budget is a lean 
one and I hope it is an adequate one. 

The committee is recommending 
added resources to various otnces in line 
with the appeals we have had from 
Mayor Barry and from the president of 
the City Council, Mr. Dixon. We are rec
ommending all the funds that were re
quested for the D.C. General Hospital 
for, I believe, reasons which are obvious, 
and, likewise, we have provided the De
partment of Human Resources with the 
funds necessary to adequately carry out 
those vital programs. 

The one thing that I would mention 
in particular concerns a recommendation 
for funding summer jobs for youth pro
grams in the summer of 1980, not the 
current summer, but next year. I want 
to thank the chairman for planning to 
conduct hearings later this year to re
view the operation of the current pro
gram and to see what changes, if any, 
may be necessary. We ought not to get 
again into the kind of situation we found 
ourselves in this year when we were at
tempting to fund the summer jobs pro
gram when the temperature was rising, 
when the spring flowers had not actually 
only bloomed but had faded and we were 
really into the summer. That creates an 
atmosphere of uncertainty which we be-
lieve defeats the whole purpose of the 
summer jobs program. 

I am happy that the committee will 
recommend full funding of the summer 
jobs program. and that bill language has 

been included which conditions funding 
upon approval by both the House and 
Senate Appropriations Committees. 

Mr. President, I want to take particu
lar note of the contributions which have 
been made to this bill by Members of 
the Senate staff, without whom we would 
have great difficulty in dealing with the 
bill as etnciently a.nd as effectively as we 
have. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I thank the 
distinguished Senator from Maryland. I 
should say that I am also appreciative of 
the staff. Also, the matter of the summer 
jobs program could not possibly have 
gotten through as quickly as it did in the 
Senate without the strong support of 
the Senator from Maryland. I look for
ward to working with him i.n reviewing 
the program. 

Mr. President, I understand that our 
distinguished colleague from North Car
olina has an amendment. There is time 
reserved on that. I will reserve the re
mainder of my time and yield to the 
Senator from North Carolina. 

UP AMENDMENT NO .• 60 

(Purpose: To conform funding of abortions 
in the District of Columbia to those funded 
under the Medicaid progre.m) 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I send a.n 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from North Carolina (Mr. 

HELMS) proposes an unprinted amendment 
No. 460: 

On page 17, line 7, insert the following: 
"SEc. 220. None of the funds appropriated 

under this Act shall be used to pay !or abor
tions !or which Federal funds are not avail
able under the Medicaid program." 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, again this 
month it is necessary for the Senate to 
consider the use of taxpayers' money to 
finance the intentional destruction of 
innocent human life. It is nothing less 
than a scandal that last year there were 
30,000 abortions performed in the Na
tion's Capital. Among residents of the 
District of Columbia there were 13,000 
abortions performed. At the same time 
there were only 10,000 children born in 
this city. Among residents there were 
130 percent more abortions than live 
births. 

Mr. President, when will this discre
tionary killing of unborn children by 
means of abortion be ended? Thirty 
thousand abortions per year cannot by 
any stretch of the imagination be de
scribed as medically necessary abortions 
or abortions to save the life of the 
mother. These are simply convenience 
abortions. 

Now it may very well be that there 1s 
some feeling that if the Federal Govern
ment is going to promote a policy of 
abortion on demand through the use of 
taxpayers' money that the District of 
Columbia is a good place to begin. But, 
Mr. President. a life is a life. And this 
Senator is going to fight just as hard 
for the right to life of children in the 
District of Columbia as he is going to 
fight for these children in other parts 
of this country. 
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Those of us who have continued to 

fight for the Hyde amendment in the 
House and the Helms amendment in the 
Senate continue to be told what a bar
gain abortions are for the poor. It is re
peateclly said that abortions are the m.ost 
efficient and effective way of dealing 
with the welfare problems which con
front the District of Columbia. Even 
Albert Russo, Director of Human Re
sources for the District of Columbia, has 
reminded us of how much cheaper it is 
to pay for abortion rather than child 
care for the poor. 

The basic implication of that argu
ment is clear. It says, in other words, 
it is cheaper to the State to kill the un
born children of the poor than to let 
them be born. 

Rev. Richard Neuhaus has been an 
outspoken critic of what he describes as 
"waging war on the poor" by means of 
abortion. Some of my colleagues may re
member that Reverend Neuhaus was a 
founder of Clergy and Laity Concerned 
Against the War. He has written: 

A new twist in the debate is that pro
abortionists are becoming more candid about 
the usefulness of abortion in limiting the 
number of poor people in America. For a 
long time, Black leaders such as Jesse Jack
son and Dick Gregory have contended that 
abortion on demand is a "genocidal" pro
gram aimed at Black America. 

This Senator is going to be consistent 
in the defense of innocent human life 
wherever found. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I under
stand the concern of my colleague from 
North Carolina, but I will oppose this 
amendment, as I did a similar amend
ment in the committee markuo. I would 
suggest to my friends and colleagues in 
the Senate that we are not dealing with 
the abortion question, as such, but basi
cally what would be a States' rights ques
tion if it would fall any place but the 
District of Columbia. 

This body and the other body voted 
for home rule, albeit a limited and hy
brid type of home rule but home rule 
nonetheless, for the District of Colum
bia. Last year, we also went further and 
voted in this body, and in the other body, 
by the requisite constitutional number, 
for a constitutional amendment to give 
representation in the Congress to the 
District of Columbia. 

Basically, I do not in any way fault 
the intentions of my distinguished col
league from North Carolina in this 
amendment. Essentially, this amend
ment would tell the District of Columbia 
that they cannot use their money for 
abortions, money they raised from the 
sales tax, from the corporate tax, from 
whatever source. Except for the anomaly 
of the home rule charter, I see no dif
ference in that than for us to have an 
amendment here to say that the legis
lature of the State of Vermont could 
not determine how it would spend the 
money it collected from Vermonters for 
purposes within the borders of Vermont 
determined by the Vermont Legislature. 

Basically, that is what we would be 
saying to the District of Columbia, that 
they could not determine how to spend 
their own money. They are restricted in 
medicare and medicaid funds by the 

CXXV--1327-Pa.rt 16 

same law which restrkts the State of 
Wisconsin, the State of Vermont, or any 
other State in the use of medicare and 
medicaid funds on abortion. Those re
strictions will apply no matter what we 
do today. Those restrictions will apply 
to medicaid funds used within the Dis
trict of Columbia. 

I would oppose this amendment on the 
basis that it interferes with the home 
rule rights of the District of Columbia. 
Aside from any other reason I might op
pose it, I think that is justification 
enough to defeat it. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. RIEGLE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LEAHY. Yes. 
Mr. RIEGLE. I must say to my friend 

from North Carolina I am astonished to 
see him offer an amendment which would 
attempt to dictate, which is what this 
does, dictate to a State or local unit of 
government, because it runs contrary to 
virtually everything else I have seen him 
try to do. I must say I am having a hard 
time reconciling because I do not think 
it is philosophically consistent with posi
tion after position after position that I 
have seen the Senator take. I, frankly, 
am very reluctant to see the Federal 
Government intrude in the decisions that 
I think are properly State or local deci
sions, whether it is in the areas of edu
cational policy or whether it is the ques
tion of moneys that other jurisdictions 
might choose to spend on matters as sen
sitive as abortion, or anything else. How 
the Senator can, on one day, come in 
and take such a strong position against 
Federal intervention and, the very next 
day, be in here arguing for, in a sense, 
a very direct intrusion by the Federal 
Government is really beyond me. I would 
be opposed to the Senator's amendment, 
in part, for that reason. I hope that 
maybe, in the course of his comments, 
he can help at least this Senator under
stand how to make sense out of what I 
really think is a contradiction that just 
befuddles me. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, I yield my
self such time as I may require. I shall 
be glad to try to make the Senator 
understand. I may not be successful. 

In the first place, the District of 
Columbia is not a State, it is unique in 
one sense that the Senator should bear in 
mind: No other city, no other unit of 
government in the United States, has its 
budget reviewed by Congress. 

I expected, Mr. President, that the 
question of home rule would be brought 
up by those who oppose this amendment, 
and what I am about to say I say with 
all deference to and respect for those 
who differ with me. 

If the Senator from Michigan is going 
to be consistent, then he has to go 
through this entire bill and strike out 
a lot of things. The fact is that this bill 
contains page after page of restrictions 
approved by the committee, which makes 
similar limitations on the use of these 
funds. If the Senator wants some ex
amples, section 205 reads: 

Appropriations in this title shall not be 
used for . . . the installation o! meters in 
taxicabs. 

Where did the Senator get the au
thority to do that? Why did he not re
spect home rule on that? The Senator 
from North Carolina is saying that the 
preservation of human life is a lot more 
important than a meter in a taxicab. 

Mr. LEAHY. If the Senator will yield, 
I point out that provision has been in
cluded in this bill for several years. I 
should be happy to entertain an amend
ment to take it out. 

Mr. HELMS. I leave that to the Sen
ator's good judgment. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I would cosponsor that 
amendment. 

Mr. HELMS. I am simply saying that 
the arguments based on home rule do 
not hold water. 

Mr. President, section 206 reads: "Ap
propriations in this title shall not be 
available for the payment of rates for 
electrical current for street lighting in 
excess" of congressionally set limits. 

Section 210 reads: "No part of any 
funds appropriated by this title shall be 
used to pay compensation" for chauffeurs 
other than those for the Mayor, Fire 
Chief and Chief of Police. 

These are just some of the restrictions 
contained in this bill which are similar 
in nature to the pending amendment. 

Mr. President, why is it that the prin
ciple of home rule-which has risen to 
such lofty heights--does not bar the 
committee from regulating the most 
minute matters such as the operation 
of D.C. taxicab meters, electrical rates 
for street lighting and the number of 
chauffeurs government officials may 
have? 

If the principle of home rule cannot 
tolerate any exception, then all of these 
provisions should be struck from the bill. 

How can we say: Yes, we have the 
power and responsibility to regulate tax
icabs and chauffeurs, but we are power
less to affirm the basic, fundamental re
sponsibility of Government-the protec
tion of innocent human life? 

Do not let the issue of home rule be 
used as a smokescreen to hide the reality 
of the discretionary killing of thousands 
of innocent unborn children, Mr. Presi
dent. 

The problem is that the Federal con
tribution to the D.C. budget is so com
mingled \\'ith district revenues that a 
limitation restricted only to the Federal 
contribution is merely the musion of a 
restriction. 

Mr. President, there is no inconsisten
cy whatsoever. I am delighted to hear 
the affirmation of States' rights by my 
friend from Michigan. I look forward 
to having him vote with us on questions 
that truly address themselves to States' 
rights in matters of future legislation. 
In this case, Congress has the authority 
and, I think, the duty to take the action 
contemplated by this amendment. 

Mr. President, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered on the amendment, is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am will-
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ing to yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. HELMS. I shall yield back there
mainder of my time after I say to my 
friend the distinguished Senator from 
Verm~nt that I deeply appreciate his 
cooperation in this matter, even though 
I know he is opposed to it. I am grateful 
to him. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from North Caro
lina. The yeas and nays have been or
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON) , 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HuD
DLESTON), the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE) , the Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. LoNG), and the Senator from Ala
bama <Mr. STEWART) are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ARMSTRONG), 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELL
MON) , the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. PRESSLER), the Senator from Wyo
ming <Mr. SIMPSON), and the Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. THuRMOND) 
are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from South Carolina 
<Mr. THURMOND) would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 34, 
nays 55, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 228 Leg.) 
YEAS-34 

Biden 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Cannon 
Church 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Domenlcl 
Duren berger 
Durkin 
EKon 

Ford 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Hatch 
Hatfield 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jeosen 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Laxalt 
Lugar 

NAY8-55 
Bakler Hayaik.a.wa 
Baucus He.inz 
Bayh Hollings 
Bentsen Jackson 
Bradley Javits 
Bmnpers Kennedy 
Burdick Leahy 
Byrd, Levin 

Harry F., Jr. Magnuson 
Byrd, Robert C. Mathias 
Chafee Ma.tsuna.ga 
Chiles McGovern 
Cochran Metzenbaum 
Cohen Morgan 
Cranston Moynihan 
Culver Muskie 
G'benn Nelson 
Gravel Nunn 
Hart Packwood 

McClure 
Melcher 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Roth 
Schweiker 
Stennis 
Stone 
Wallop 
Zorinsky 

Pell 
Percy 
Pryor 
Ribicotf 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Statford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Talmadge 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Warner 
Welcker 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-11 
Armstrong 
Bellm on 
Eagleton 
Heflin 

Huddleston 
Inouye 
Long 
Pressler 

Simpson 
Stewart 
Thurmond 

So Mr. HELMs' amendment <UP No. 
460) was rejected. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was rejected. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the dis
tinguished Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
EAGLETON) is currently in his home State 
on important business. I have discussed 
at some length the matter of adding ~n 
amendment to the District of Columbia 
bill, the amendment that eventually was 
proposed by Mr. HELMS. 

I wish to announce that were Senator 
EAGLETON here, he would have voted in 
favor of the Helms amendment. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 461 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an 
unprinted amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Dela.ware (Mr. RoTH) 
proposes an unprinted amendment numbered 
461. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that reading of the amend
ment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
on pa.ge 1, strike a.ll a.fter the ena.cting 

cla.use and insert the following: 
That the following sums are appropriated, 
out of any money in the Treasury not other
wise appropriated, for the District of Colum
bia for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1980, and for other purposes, namely: 
TITLE I-TEMPORARY COMMISSION ON 

FINANCIAL OVERSIGHT OF THE DIS
TRICT OF COLUMBIA 

SALARIES AND EXPENSES 

For salaries and expenses necessary to carry 
out the provisions of the Act creating the 
Temporary Commission on Financial Over
sight of the District of Columbia. (Public Law 
94-399), $500,000, which shall be available 
until expended: Provided, That the Tempo
rary Commission on Financial Oversight of 
the District of Columbia shall have the power 
to appoint, fix the compensation of, and re
move an Executive Director and additional 
staff members without regard to chapter 51 , 
subchapters III and VI of cha.pter 53, and 
chapter 75 of title 5, United States Code, and 
those provisions of such title relating to the 
appointment in the competitive service. For 
purposes of pay (other than pay of the 
Executive Director) and employment bene
fits, rights, and privileges, all personnel of 
the Commission shall be treated as Congres
sional employees. The Executive Director 
may be paid compensation at a rate not to 
exceed the rate prescribed for level IV of the 
Federal Executive Salary Schedule. 

TITLE II-DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
FEDERAL PAYMENT TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

For payment to the District of Columbia 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980, 
$191,500,000, as authorized by the District of 
Columbia Self-Government and Governmen
tal Reorganization Act, Public Law 93-198, 
as amended (D.C. Code 47-2501d); and 
$10,300,000 in lieu of reimbursements !or 
charges !or water and water services and 
sanitary sewer services furnished to facilities 
of the United States Government as author
ized by the Act of May 18, 1954, as amended 
(D.C. Code 43-1541 and 1611). 

LOANS TO THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA FOR 
CAPITAL OUTLAY 

For loans to the District of Columbia, as 
authorized py the District of Columbia Self-

Government and Governmental Reorganiza
tion Act, Public Law 93-198, as amended, 
$125,725,700, which together with balances 
of previous appropriations !or this purpose, 
shall remain available until expended and 
be advanced upon request of the Mayor. 

DIVISION OF EXPENSES 

The following amounts are appropriated 
for the District of Columbia !or the current 
fiscal year out of the general fund of the 
District of Columbia, except as otherwise 
specifically provided: 

GOVERNMENTAL DmECTION AND SUPPORT 

Governmental direction and support, $67,-
399,700, of which $300,000 sha.ll be payable 
!rom the revenue sharing trust fund: Pro
vided, That not to exceed $2,500 !or the 
Mayor, $2,500 for the Chairman of the Coun
cil of the District of Columbia and $300 !or 
each member of the Council of the District 
of Columbia shall be available !rom this 
appropriation for expenditures !or official 
purposes: Provided further, That !or the pur
pose of assessing and reassessing real prop
erty in the Dlstr.ict of Columbia, $5,000 of 
this appropriation shall be available for serv
ices as authorized by 5 U.S.C. 3109, but at 
rates for individuals not in excess of $100 
per diem: Provided further, That not to ex
ceed $7,500 of this appropriation shall be 
available !or test borings and soil investiga
tions: Provided further, That not to exceed 
$500,000 of this appropriation shall be avail
able !or settlement of property damage 
claims not in excess of $1,500 each and per
sonal injury claims not in excess of $5,000 
each: Provided further, That $500,000 of this 
appropriation, to .remain available until ex
pended, shall be for the District of Colum
bia's contribution toward the expenses of the 
Temporary Commission on Financial Over
sight of the District of Columbia, as author
ized by Public Law 94-399, approved Septem
ber 4, 1976. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATION 

Economic development and regulation, 
$13,810,900. 

PUBLIC SAFETY AND JUSTICE 

Public safety and justice, including pur
chase of one hundred and thirty-five passen
ger motor vehicles for replacement only (in
cluding one hundred and thirty !or police
type use and five for fire-type use without 
regard to the general purchase price limita
tion for the current fiscal year); $293,247,000, 
of which $5,863,400 shall be payable from the 
revenue sharing trust fund: Prcvided, That 
the Police Department is authorized to re
place not to exceed twenty-five passenger 
carrying vehicles, and the Fire Department 
not to exceed five such vehicles annually 
whenever the cost of repair to any damaged 
vehicle exceeds three-fourths the cost of the 
replacement: Provided further, That funds 
appropriated for expenses under the Crimi
nal Justice Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-412) 
for fiscal year 1980 shall be available for ob
ligations incurred under that Act in each 
fiscal year since inception in fiscal year 1975: 
Provided further, That not to exceed $200,000 
shall be available from this appropriation for 
the Chief of Police for the prevention and 
detection of crime: Provided further, That 
$50,000 of any appropriations available to 
the District of Columbia. may be used to 
match financial contributions from the De. 
partment of Defense to the District of Co. 
lumbia Office of Emergency Preparedness for 
the purchase of civil defense equipment and 
supplies approved by the Department of De· 
fense, when authorized by the Mayor. 

PUBLIC EDUCATION SYSTEM 

Public education system, including the 
development of national defense education 
programs, $310,596,700, of which $8,164,100 
shall be payable from the revenue sharing 
trust fund, to be allocated as follows: $230,-
975,300 for the District of Columbia. Publlc 
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Schools; $22,705,000 for the Teachers' Retire
ment Fund; $47,115,200 for the University 
of the District of Columbia; $9,639,700 for 
the Public Library, and $161,500 for the 
Commission on the Arts and Humanities: 
Provided, That the District of Columbia 
Public Schools are authorized to accept not 
to exceed thirty-one motor vehicles for ex
clusive use in the driver education program: 
Provided further, That not to exceed $1,000 
for the Superintendent of Schools and $2,500 
for the President of the University of the 
District of Columbia shall be available from 
this appropriation for expenditures for offi
cial purposes: Provided further, That the 
$22,705,000 of this appropriation allocated 
for the Teachers' Retirement Fund shall be 
transferred to the Teachers' Retirement 
Fund, in accordance with the provisions of 
section 7 of the Act of August 7, 1946 (60 
Stat. 879, as amended; D.C. Code, sec. 31-
727): Provided further, That not less than 
$7,257,800 of this appropriation shall be used 
exclusively for maintenance of the public 
schools. 

HUMAN SUPPORT SERVICES 

Human support services, including care 
and treatment of indigent patients in insti
tutions under contracts to be made by the 
Director of the Department of Human Re
sources. $329,110,500, of which $6,728,200 
shall be payable from the revenue sharing 
trust fund: Provided, That the inpatient 
rate under such contracts shall not exceed 
$76 per diem and the outpatient rate shall 
not exceed $12 per visit except for services 
provided to patients who are eligible for such 
services under the District of Columbia plan 
for medical assistance under title XIX of 
the Social Security Act, and the inpatient 
rate (excluding the proportionate share for 
repairs and construction) for services ren
dered by Saint Elizabeths Hospital for pa
tient care shall be at the per diem rate es
tablished pursuant to 24 U.S.C. 168a: Pro
vided further, That total reimbursements to 
Saint Elizabeths Hospital, including funds 
!rom title XIX of the Social Security Act, 
shall not exceed $20,919,500: Provided fur
ther, That $5,807,100 of this appropriation, 
to remain available until expended, shall be 
available solely for District of Columbia em
ployees ' disablUty compensation. 

TRANSPORTATION SERVICES AND ASSISTANCE 

Transportation services and assistance, in
cluding rental of one passenger-carrying ve
hicle for use by the Mayor and purchase of 
one hundred and twenty-nine passenger car
rying vehicles, of which seventy-eight shall 
be for replacement only, $91,280,100, of which 
$7,444,300 shall be payable from the revenue 
sharing trust fund: Provided, That this ap
propriation shall not be available for the 
purchase of driver-training vehicles: Pro
vided further, That $2,900,000 of this appro
priation shall be available for the fiscal year 
1978 Metro bus operating subsidy: Providing 
further. that $4,890,400 of this appropria
tion shall be available for the fiscal year 1979 
Metrobus operating subsidy. 

ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES AND S:UPPLY 

Environmental services and supply, $77,-
137,800, of which $1,500,000 shall be payable 
from the revenue sharing trust fund: Pro
vided, That this appropriation shall not be 
available for collecting ashes or miscella
neous refuse from hotels and places of busi
ness or from apartment houses with four or 
more apartments, or from any building or 
connected group of buildings operating as a 
rooming or boarding house as defined in the 
housing regulations of the District of Co
lumbia. 

PERSONAL SERVICES 

For pay increases and related costs, to be 
tranferred by the Mayor of the District of 
Columbia to the appropriations for the fiscal 
year 1980 from which employees are properly 
payable, $47,354,500. 

REPAYMENT OF LOANS AND INTEREST 

For reimbursement to the United States of 
funds loaned in compliance with the Act of 
August 7, 1946 (60 Stat. 896), as amended; 
sections 108, 217, and 402 of the Act of 
May 18, 1954 (68 Stat. 103, 109, and 110), as 
amended; the Act of July 2, 1954 (68 Stat. 
443); section 9 of the Act of September 7, 
1957 (71 Stat. 619), as amended; section 1 of 
the Act of June 6, 1958 (72 Stat. 183), as 
amended; section 4 of the Act of June 12, 
1960 (74 Stat. 211), as amended; and sec
tion 723 of the District of Columbia Self
Government and Governmental Reorganiza
tion Act (Public Law 93-198), as amended, 
including interest as required thereby, $120,-
457,300. 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 

For construction projects as authorized by 
the Acts of April 22, 1904 (33 Stat. 244), May 
18, 1954 (68 Stat. 105, 110), June 6, 1958 (72 
Stat. 183), August 20, 1958 (72 Stat. 686), 
and the Act of December 9, 1969 (83 Stat. 
321); including acquisition of sites; prepara
tion of plans and specifications; conducting 
preliminary surveys; erection of structures, 
including building improvement and altera
tion and treatment of grounds; to remain 
available until expended, $132,830,200: Pro
vided, That $4,906,700 shall be available for 
construction services by the Director of the 
Department of General Services or by con
tract for architectural engineering services, 
as may be determined by the Mayor, and the 
funds for the use of the Director of the De
partment of General Services shall be ad
vanced to the appropriation account "Con
struction Services, Department of General 
Services": Provided further, That the 
amount appropriated to the Construction 
Services Fund, Department of General Serv
ices, be limited, during the current fiscal 
year, to ten per centum of appropriations 
for all construction projects, except for 
Project Numbered 24-99, Permanent Im
provements, for which construction services 
shall be limited to twenty per centum of 
the appropriation: Provided further, Not
withstanding the foregoing, all authoriza
tions for capital outlay projects, except 
those projects covered by the first sentence 
of section 23(a) of the Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-495, ap
proved August 23, 1968) , for which funds 
are provided by this paragraph, shall expire 
on September 30, 1981, except authorizations 
for projects as to which funds have been 
obligated in whole or in part prior to such 
date. Upon expiration of any such project 
authorization the funds provided herein for 
such project shall lapse. 

GENERAL PROVISION8-DISTRICT OF 
COLUMBIA 

SEc. 201. Except as otherwise provided in 
this title, all vouchers covering expenditures 
of appropriations contained in this title 
shall be audited before payment by the desig
nated certifying official and the vouchers as 
approved shall be paid by checks issued by 
the designated disbursing official. 

SEc. 202. Whenever in this title an amount 
is specified within an appropriation for par
ticular purposes or object of expenditure, 
such amount, unless otherwise specified, 
shall be considered as the maximum amount 
which may be expended for said purpose or 
object rather than an amount set apart ex
clusively therefor. 

SEc. 203. Appropriations in this title shall 
be ava.llable, when authorized or approved 
by the Mayor, for allowances for privately
owned conveyances used for the perform
ance of official duties a.t 17 cents per mile 
but not to exceed $60 a month for each auto
mobile and at 11 cents per mile but not 1;o 
exceed $40 a montlh. for each motorcycle, 
unless otherwise therein specifica.lly pro
vided, except that one hundred and t.hlrteen 
(eighteen for venereal disease investigators 

in the Department of Human Resources) 
such automobile allowances at not more 
than $935 each per annum may be authorized 
or approved by the Mayor. 

SEc. 204. Appropriations in this title shall 
be availa.ble for expenses of travel and for 
the payment of dues of organizations con
cerned with the work of the District of 
Columbia government, when authorized by 
the Mayor. 

SEC. 205. Appropriations in this title shall 
not be used for or in connection with the 
preparation, issuance, publication, or en
forcement of any regulation or order of the 
Public Service Commission requiring the 
installation of meters in taxicabs, or for or 
in connection with the licensing of any 
vehicle to be operated as a taxicab except 
for operation in accordance with such sys
tem of uniform zones and rates and regu
lations applicable thereto as shall have been 
prescribed by the Public Service Commission. 

SEc. 206. Appropriations in this title shall 
not be available for the payment of rates 
for electric current for street llghting in 
excess of two cents per kilowatt-hour for 
current consumed. 

SEC. 207. There are hereby appropriated 
from the applicable funds of the District of 
Columbia such sums as may be necessary 
for making refunds and for the payment of 
judgments which have been entered against 
the government of the District of Columbia: 
Provided, That no part of any funds so 
appropriated shall be used for the payment 
of any judgment entered by any court 
against the government of the District of 
Columbia requiring the payment for elec
tric current for street lighting at a rate in 
excess of two cents per kilowatt-hour for 
current consumed: Provided further, That 
nothing contained in this section shall be 
construed as modifying or a.trecting the pro
visions of pa.ragraph 3, subsection (c) of 
section 11 of title XII of the District of 
Columbia Income and Franchise Tax Act of 
1947, as amended. 

SEc. 208. Appropriations in this title sh.all 
ba available for the payment of public 
assistance without reference to the require
ment of subsection (b) of section 5 of the 
District of Columbia Public Assistance Act 
of 1962 and for the non-Federal share of 
funds necessary to qualify for Federal assist
ance under the Act of July 31, 1968 (Public 
LRIW 90-445) . 

SEc. 209. No part of any appropriation con
tained in this title shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year 
unless expressly so provided herein. 

SEc. 210. No part of any funds appropriated 
by this title shall be used to pay the com
pensation (whether by contract or otherwise) 
of any individual for performing services as 
a chauffeur or driver for any designated of
ficer or employee of the District of Columbia 
government (other than the Mayor, Chief 
of Police, and Fire Chief), or for perform
ing services as a chauffeur or driver of a 
motor vehicle assigned for the personal or 
individual use of any such officer or employee 
(other than the Mayor, Chief of Pollee, and 
Fire Chief) . No part of any funds appro
priated by this title, in excess of $1,000 per 
month in the aggregate {$12,000 per annum) 
shall be used to pay the compensation 
(whether by contract or otherwise) of in
dividuals for performing services -as a. chauf
feur or driver for the Mayor, or for perform
ing services as chauffeur or driver of a motor 
vehicle assigned for the personal or individ
ual use of the Mayor. 

SEc. 211. Not to exceed 4Y2 per centum of 
the total of all funds appropriated by this 
title for personal compensation may be 
used to pay the cost of overtime or temporary 
positions. 

SEc. 212. The total expenditure of funds 
appropriated by this title for authorized 
travel and per diem costs outside the District 
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of Columbia, Maryland , and Virginia shall 
not exceed $225,000. 

SEc. 213. Appropriations in this title shall 
not be available, during the fiscal year end
ing September 30, 1980, for the compensation 
of any person appointed-

( 1) as a full-time employee to a perma
nent, authorized position in the government 
of the District of Columbia during any 
month when the number of such employees 
is greater than 37,886: Provided, That--

(A) positions within this city employment 
limitation shall be set aside as the maximum 
number of permanent, authorized employetls 
as follows: Appropriated positions, 33,659 of 
which 9,652 shall be for Public Schools; re
imbursable and revolving fund positions, 
1,090; capital outlay positions, 781; District 
of Columbia General Hospital , 2 ,356; and 

(B) the District of Columbia Public 
Schools and the District of Columbia Gen
eral Hospital shall not exceed their respective 
employment limitations and are hereby re
quired to report monthly to the Mayor, for 
the purpose of maintaining controls on city
wide employment, regarding the total num
ber of current employees and the total num
ber of separations and filling of positions 
within their respective employment limita
tions; or 

(2) as a temporary or part-time employee 
in the government of the District of Co
lumbia during any month in which the 
number of such employees exceeds the 
number of such employees for the same 
month of the preceding fiscal year. 

SEc. 214. No funds appropriated in this 
title, for the government of the District of 
Columbia. for the operation of educational 
institutions, the compensation of personnel, 
or for other educational purposes may be 
used to permit, encourage, facilitate, or fur
ther partisan political activities. Nothing 
herein is intended to prohibit the availabil
ity of school buildings for the use of any 
community group during non-school hours. 

SEc. 215. Appropriations in this title shall 
be available for services as authorized by 
5 U.S.C. 3109, at rates to be fixed by the 
Mayor. 

SEc. 216. The annual budget for the Dis
trict of Columbia government for fiscal year 
1981 shall be transmitted to the Congress 
by not later than February 1, 1980. Supple
mental requests and budget amendments 
shall be transmitted to the Congress in a 
timely manner. Such supplementals duly 
submitted may be considered by the Con
gress in connection with a Federal supple
mental or in a separate District of Colum
bia supplemental. Budget amendments duly 
submitted may be considered as a part of 
the annual District budget to which the 
amendment pertains. 

SEc. 217. There are hereby appropriated 
from the applicable funds of the District 
of Columbia such sums as may be neces
sary for making payments authorized by 
the District of Columbia Revenue Recovery 
Act of 1977, D.C. Law 2-20, approved Sep
tember 23, 1977. 

SEc. 218. None of the funds contained in 
this Act shall be made available to pay the 
salary of any employee of the government 
of the District of Columbia whose name and 
salary are not available for public 
inspection. 

SEc. 219. No part of this appropriation 
shall be used for publicity or propaganda 
purposes or implementation of any policy 
including boycott designed to support or 
defeat legislation pending before Congress 
or any State legislature. 

This Act may be cited as the "District 
of Columbia Appropriation Act, 1980." 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President. this amend
ment would reduce the Federal payment 
recommended in this bill by $57.5 mil
lion. An appropriation of this amount 

was recommended by the House commit
tee and passed by the House. I consider 
the $57.5 million increase recommended 
by the committee drastic and unwar
ranted. 

Both the District's budget and the 
Federal payment have precipitously in
creased over the past 10 years. The Dis
trict's operating expenses have increased 
at an average annual rate of 21 percent 
each year over the last decade. 

Federal funds comprise almost one
fifth of the District's operating expenses. 
For all areas of the District's budget, the 
House bill allows generous increases 
which the Senate ought not to exceed. 

Today, the District's budget supports 
over 46,000 permanent employees and 
about 9,000 temporary workers. The Dis
trict government has 46 percent more 
employees per capita than the national 
average for State and local employees. 

The city's population has decreased 
by 100,000 since 1969; nonetheless, over 
the last decade the Federal payment has 
increased from $131.0 million to the 
$24,j.1 million recommended in this bill. 
Both the General Accounting Office and 
the District government agree that per
sonnel costs account for 57 percent of 
the annual D.C. budget. Personnel costs 
continue to absorb more and more of the 
budget. Consequently, public service 
funds have been jeopardized; the District 
has had to request increases in Federal 
moneys each year over the last decade 
far in excess of the inflation rate. The 
Federal Government must not continue 
to pay for the city's overblown payroll. 
It is imperative that sharp restraints be 
imposed on the growth of the District's 
government. We must not sponsor the 
unwarranted expansion of the District's 
governmental employment base beyond 
its already bloated size. 

Mr. President, many of us in this body 
believe that the unnecessary growth of 
the Federal Government must be cur
tailed. More importantly, taxpayers all 
across this Nation demand we scrutinize 
the appropriations' process to more ef
fectively insure the efficient expenditure 
of their tax dollars. We must encourage 
belt tightening and fiscal restraint in 
the District's government. 

We must limit any further expansion 
of the District's already bloated bu
reaucracy. We must not promote un
warranted budget expansion. Mr. Presi
dent, my amendment is modest; I 
strongly urge its adoption. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I oppose 
the amendment offered by the Senator 
from Delaware, for a number of reasons. 

The committee has already made sub
stantial reductions to the Federal funds 
portion of the budget. The Federal pay
ment has been reduced $68 million. from 
the city request. This represents a 22-
percent reduction below the request. 

The city has requested the authority to 
borrow $159,391,700 from the U.S. Treas
ury for the capital improvement pro
gram. The Senate has reduced this re
quest by $34.4 million since cash bal
ances are available to fund this program 
from previous borrowings due to the de
lay of several capital projects. This 
amounts to a 22-percent reduction. 

The ceiling in the first concurrent res-

olution for the District of Columbia in
cludes $500 million for new budget au
thority. The committee has recom
mended $384,621,500 of this total which 
is $102,270,200 less than the ceiling, or a 
21-percent reduction in the ceiling. 

The committee has done its work with 
great care. We have made these reduc
tions only after hours of hearings and 
still more hours of analysis and great 
deliberations. 

Further reductions would not be justi
fied. 

As the Members know, these Federal 
funds in the District of Columbia bill are 
just one source of funding and $1,067,-
000,000 of the funds for this bill come 
from local sources. 

The budget recommended by the com
mittee reverses the trend of the city's 
increasing and growing dependence on 
Federal funds. The recommended Fed
eral payment is 17.85 percent of the total 
budget, the lowest percentage since 1966. 

The Members should know that while 
the city will receive an estimated $795.5 
million in Federal funds in fiscal year 
1980 that only $384.6 million, or 48 per
cent, are appropriated through the Dis
trict of Columbia bill. The balance of 
these Federal funds come to the District 
of Columbia from the various Federal 
agencies and we have no control over 
that in this bill. 

Mr. President, I point out that the 
percentage of the Federal payment to 
the overall budget is the lowest since 
1966. 

Senator MusKIE has noted, on behalf 
of the Budget Committee, that this is 
one of the few budgets to come through 
that is substantially below the Budget 
Committee's targets. The Federal pay
ment is substantially below the request 
of the President. It is substantially be
low the amount that OMB recommended. 
It is substantially below the amount rec
ommended by the authorizing commit
tee. 

I feel that I am in a somewhat anom
alous situation. I do not think that by 
my recommendations I ever have been 
considered by the city as some sort of 
Santa Claus with respect to this budget. 
I know that has been the attitude of the 
two newspapers in Washington in this 
regard. I have cut and cut and cut in this 
budget. 

We have considered amounts that the 
House did not have before it. I know the 
House has taken a very conscientious, 
very serious, very studious, and very 
careful look at this budget. We did have 
matters to consider that they did not 
have to consider. Of course, we still have 
the conference committee to go to. 

So I hope that, inasmuch as we are 
so far below the budget targets already 
voted on and set by this body, this 
amendment will be rejected and that 
we will be allowed to take this bill to 
conference and work out the differences 
there. 

I yield to the distinguished Senator 
from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose the amendment. I am wonder
ing of the Senator from Delaware is ad
vised that one of the principal reasons 
for the difference between the amount 
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appropriated in the other body and the 
amount recommended by the committee 
here is the fact that there were budget 
amendments between the consideration 
in the other body and the consideration 
in the Senate. Those budget amend
ments totaled $86.5 million, and were 
legitimate requests, necessarily requests 
that the other oody did not have an op
portunity to act on because the budget 
amendment had not been made at the 
time that the House of Representatives 
acted. 

So, even with that the Senate did not 
grant all of those budget requests, only 
a portion of them representing the dif
ference between what the other body did 
and what the Senate did. 

I think in addition to what the Sena
tor from Vermont, the chairman of the 
committee, has already said about the 
frugality of this appropriation, which 
has been praised by the chairman of the 
Budget Committee, which is within the 
budget, which is within the first con
current resolution, which is within the 
authori21a~tion, all of the tests of fiscal 
prudence have been met here, but even 
more than that I hope that the Senator 
from Delaware will not be trying to reach 
beyond a cut in the Federal funds, be
cause under the principles of home rule 
what the City Council does in raising and 
expending revenue is certainly entitled 
to comity. 

If the Senator from Delaware will look 
at the figures in the committee report, 
it will be clear that this appropriation 
represents more than a 20-percent cut 
in Federal funds requested by the 
budget. We have already cut the Fed
eral share of this appropriation by more 
than 20 percent. We have already cut 
the District's share by 6 percent. So 
there has already been a substantial at
tempt to economize. It is my honest be
lief that any further cuts here are 
bound to represent a significant slash 
in services which can only be detri
mental to the National Capital of this 
country. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I am ready 
to yield back my time, if Senator RoTH 
is, and take a rollcall vote on his amend
ment. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I say to the 
distinguished manager, and I will take 
only a couple additional minutes, I con
gratulate the committee, particularly 
the man'ager, who has been taking a hard 
look at many of the expenditures of the 
District of Columbia government. At the 
same time, I think it is only fair to point 
out that the House bill, together with the 
expenditures of the District of Columbia, 
amounts to over an 8.8-percent increase. 

I do think that it is important that 
we recognize that GAO has reported that 
the District error rate in welfare pay
ments exceed the national average two
fold. I have already mentioned that 
they have the highest per capita em
ployment in the country. According to 
the GAO, the District has no work force 
management system. 

I personally think that as it is the 
Nation's Capital, the budget should be 
adequate, but we should have efficiency 
as an example for the remainder of the 
country. 

I urge the adoption of my amendment. 
I yield back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. LEAHY. I yield back the remain-

der of my time. 
I understand the yeas and nays have 

been ordered? 
Mr. ROTH. I ask for the yeas and 

nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BuR

DICK) . Is there a sufficient second? There 
is a sufficient second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Delaware. On 
this question, the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I annow1ce that the 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON), 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HUD
DLESTON), the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE), the Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. LONG), and the Senator from Ala
bama <Mr. STEWART) are necessarily ab
sent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG), 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELL
MON), the Senator from New Mexico 
<Mr. DoMENicr), the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. PRESSLER), the Senator from 
Wyoming <Mr. SIMPSON), and the Sena
tor from South Carolina <Mr. THuR
MOND) are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from South Car
olina <Mr. THURMOND) would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BRADLEY). Have all Senators in the 
Chamber wishing to vote done so? 

The result was anounced-yeas 28, 
nays 60, as follows: 

(Rollca.ll Vote No. 229 Leg.] 
YEAS-28 

Bentsen 
Boren 
Boschwltz 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Cha.tee 
Dantorth 
Dole 
Ex on 

Ford 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Hatch 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Laxalt 
McClure 

NAYS-60 

Metzenbaum 
Nunn 
Proxmire 
Roth 
Stone 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Zorinsky 

Baker Hatfield Packwood 
Baucus Hay-a.kwwa Pell 
Ba'Yh Heinz Percy 
Biden Hollings Pryor 
Brwdley Jackson Randolph 
Bumpers Javits Ribicoff 
Burdick Kassebaum Riegle 
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy Sarbanes 
Chiles Leahy Sasser 
Church Levin Schmitt 
Cochran Lugar Schwei.ker 
Cohen Magnuson Stafford 
Cranston Mathias Stennis 
Culver Matsunaga Stevens 
DeConcini McGovern Stevenson 
Durenberger Melcher Talmadge 
Durkin Morgan Tsongas 
Glenn Moynihan Weicker 
Gravel Muskie W1111ams 
Hart Nelson Young 

Armstrong 
Bellmen 
Domenici 
Eagl-eton 

NOT VOTING-12 
He1lin 
Huddleston 
Inouye 
Long 

Pressler 
Simpson 
Stewart 
Thurmond 

So Mr. RoTH's amendment <UP No. 
461) was rejected. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which t'he amend
ment was rejected. 

Mr. SARBANES. I move to lay that 
motion on the ta;ble. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed tlJ. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
H.R. 4580, which the Senate passed to
day, makes appropriations for the Dis
trict of Columbia for fiscal year 1980, 
serves two very important functions. 
First, it provides a Federal payment to 
the city which is intended to help it 
meet its obligations as the Nation's Cap
ital. Second, it provides funds for local 
programs operated by the city govern
ment. 

I want to compliment the distinguished 
Senator from Vermont <Mr. LEAHY), who 
is chairman of the District of Columbia 
Subcommittee, and the members of the 
subcommittee for the thorough and care
ful attention they have given to 'each 
of these areas. 

As the Nation's Capital, Washington, 
D.C., plays a role unlike that of any other 
city. That is, it serves not only District of 
Columbia residents but also every citizen 
in the United States. Every Federal 
building, every national monument is 
maintained for the benefit of all Ameri
cans. 

At the same time, however, the District 
must be responsive to the local commu
nity. Local agencies such as the Metro
politan Police Department, the Board 
of Education, the Department of Human 
Resources, and others, are responsible 
for seeing that local services are ren
dered efficiently and effectively. 

In keeping with its twofold responsi
bility o[ addressing both the needs of 
the District of Columbia as it applies 
to its residents and as it applies to the 
Nation, the subcommittee, under the very 
able leadership of Senator LEAHY and the 
ranking minority member, Senator MA
THIAS, has reported a bill which is bal
anced in its budget targets and realistic 
i11 its recommendations. 

Having served for 7 years as chairman 
of the District of Columbia Appropria
tions Subcommittee, I feel a kinship 
with, and a great respect for the accom
plishments of Senator LEAHY and Sena
tor MATHIAs. Each has demonstrated 
great skill in tackJ.i.ng some complicated 
and longstanding problems concerning 
the relationship of the Federal Govern
ment to the District of Columbia. 

The subcommittee has reviewed the 
budget requests for the District of Co
lumbia item by item. As the report ac
companying the bill indicates, every re
duction in funds and every increase in 
funds is well documented. 

Careful review of all areas led the sub
committee to recommend increases in 
selective areas. For example, additional 
funding is recommended for the Office 
on Aging. The elderly are among those 
hardest hit by inftation. The increases 
recommended by the subcommittee will 
go toward improvements in legal and 
long-term care services for the District's 
elderly, as well as toward improvements 
in transportation services for the elderly. 

The committee recommends the re
quested amount for the new Pre-Voca-
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tiona! Center for the Handicapped, 
which is planned as a barrier-free facili
ty that will serve the special needs of 
handicapped students seeking career 
educations. 

The committee also made some very 
important recommendations in the bill. 
In an effort to avoid unnecessary ad
ministrative costs and duplication, the 
fiscal year 1980 budget proposes that con
solidation efforts of recent years be con
tinued. 

Another recommendation, again re
flective of the committee's interest in 
seeing the city government operate 
smoothly and efficiently, includes a di
rective that the Department of Human 
Resources continue to improve its wel
fare payment system and reduce errone
ous welfare payments. 

Mr. President, the District of Colum
bia appropriations bill for fiscal year 
1980 is a well-balanced bill. It has been 
carefuly reviewed and contains impor
tant recommendations for more efficient 
operations of agencies and departments 
of the District government. Again, let me 
thank Senators LEAHY and MATHIAS and 
the members of the committee for their 
fine work. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I suggest a 
third reading. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment of the 
amendments and the third reading of 
the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the yeas 

and nays have been ordered. I yield back 
my time. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield back all our 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? On this ques
tion, the yeas and nays have been or
dered. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEFLIN), 
the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. HuD
DLESTON), the Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. LoNG), the Senator from Hawaii 
(Mr. INOUYE), and the Senator from 
Alabama (Mr. STEWART) are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado (Mr. ARMSTRONG), 
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL
MON), the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. PRESSLER) , the Senator from Wy
oming <Mr. SIMPSON), and the Senator 
from South Carolina (Mr. THURMOND) 
are necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. THURMOND) would vote 
"yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 

any Senators in the Chamber who desire 
to vote who have not done so? 

The result was announced-yeas 77, 
nays 12, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 230 Leg.) 
YEAS-77 

Baker E .wn 
Baucus Ford 
Bayh Glenn 
Bentsen Gol::l.water 
Biden Gravel 
Boren Hart 
Bo3chwitz Hatfield 
Braldley Hayakwwa 
Bumpers Heinz 
Burdick Hollings 
Byrd, J ackson 

Harry F ., Jr. Javlts 
Byrd, Robert C. Johnston 
Cannon Kassebaum 
Cha!ee Kennedy 
Chiles Leahy 
Church Levin 
Cohen Lugar 
Cranston Magnuson 
Culver Mathias 
Danforth Mat sunaga 
De~oncini McClure 
Dole McGovern 
Domenici Melcher 
Durenberger Metzenbaum 
Durkin Morgan 

Cochran 
Garn 
Hatch 
He:ms 

NAYS-12 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
LaYalt 
Proxmire 

Moynihan 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
l ackwood 
Pell 
Fercy 
fryor 
Ran1olph 
Ribico1f 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Sa-sser 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Stone 
Talmadge 
Tsongas 
Warner 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Roth 
Tower 
Wallop 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING--11 
Armstrong 
Bellman 
Fa o:leton 
H~fiin 

Huddleston 
Inouye 
Long 
Pressler 

Simpson 
Stewart 
Thurmond 

so the bill (H.R. 4580), as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
passed. 

Mr. TOWER. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate insist on its amend
ments and request a conference with the 
House of Representatives on the dis
a~reeing votes thereon, and that the 
Chair be authorized to appoint conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. BRADLEY) ap
pointed Mr. LEAHY, Mr. BUMPERS, Mr. 
DURKIN, Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr. MATHIAS, 
Mr. SCHMITT, and Mr. YOUNG conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, again I 
thank my colleagues, but especially I 
thank Senator MATHIAS, the ranking 
minority member of the subcommittee, 
for his help and consideration on this 
measure. I also especially thank Mr. 
Bond, Mr. Gnorski, and Ms. Hoem and 
others on the committee staff for their 
fine work. 

DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND 
URBAN DEVELOPMENT APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1980 

The Senate continued with considera
tion of the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will now resume consideration of 
H.R. 4394. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 
yield 1 minute to the Senator from 
Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I call at
tention to an appropriation item in
cluded in the HUD-independent agencies 
appropriation. It is my feeling that this 
issue did not receive the close attention 
it deserves during committee delibera
tions. Therefore, I would like to speak 
briefly to the question at this time with 
the hope that Senate conferees will be 
mindful of my concern at the time they 
meet with House Members to resolve 
differences on the appropriations bill. 

The appropriations request that I ad
dress is that for the President's Regula
tory Council. The Council's budget is 
included as a line item within the larger 
budget of the environmental protection 
agency. It is my understanding that the 
budget request was handled in this man
ner because Mr. Doug Costle, the head of 
the Environmental Protection Agency, is 
also the designated head of the Presi
dent's Regulatory Council. For reasons 
of convenience, the Council budget was 
included within EPA's larger request. 

Mr. President, the Regulatory Council 
was created by Presidential directive on 
October 31, 1978. In conjunction with the 
President's Executive Order 12044 on 
regulatory reform, the Council was es
tablished for the very laudatory purpose, 
I believe, of providing coordination in 
the development and exercise of regula
tory policy between executive agencies 
and departments. High ranking officials 
of all executive departments and certain 
executive agencies w·ere made members 
of the Council and a small staff was cre
ated. As stated by the President in his 
Regulatory Council directive, the pur
pose of the Council is to "help insure 
that regulations are well coordinated, do 
not conflict, and do not impose excess 
burdens on particular sectors of the 
economy." An express role of the Council 
in this regard is to publish semiannually 
a regulatory calendar listing major reg
ulations that agencies and departments 
intend to publish. 

To assist in the larger and more com
plex task of regulatory reform, the Coun
cil is designed as an interagency coordi
nating mechanism. The President has 
wisely recognized that in light of the 
fact that departments and agencies often 
have overlapping jurisdiction in sub
stantive policy areas, there is a need to 
coordinate regulatory policies so as to 
avoid economic waste caused by ineffi
cient and duplicative regulations. 

I heartily support the President's ef
forts for regulatory refonn, and I do not 
disfavor the concept of a regulatory 
council. I do, however, urge the Senate 
conferees to take a closer look at the 
amount of money that is being requested 
for operation of the Regulatory Council. 

As a member of the Senate Judiciary 
Subcommittee on Administrative Prac
tice and Procedure, I am very interested 
in the substantive issues of regulatory 
reform. I am a supporter and cosponsor 
of bills on this subject, and I endorse 
the idea of a regulatory council. 
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Mr. President, the amount of money 
involved in the Council's appropriation 
request is small. They are asking for 
$3,238,000-a pittance, to be sure, in 
view of the dollar figures that are being 
discussed here today. 

While the dollar figure involved here 
may be small, I would submit that the 
principle is significant. As we strive to 
simplify and make the regulatory pol
icies of our Government more efficient 
and workable, we must be mindful of 
repeating the historic mistake of throw
ing money at our problems. 

Approximately $1 million of the ap
propriation requested by the Regulatory 
Council is intended for the purpose of 
paying outside consultants to prepare 
studies of Federal Government regula
tory policy in certain substantive areas. 
The Council requests money in incre
mental amounts ranging from approxi
mately $65,000 to $268,000 to hire con
sultants to study so-called regulatory 
policy in areas such as the following: 
Steel, nonferrous metals, automobiles, 
carcinogens, hospitals, and housing. 

Mr. President, the money requested 
for these consultant studies comes to 
approximately $1 million, and I think it 
is a waste. I urge Senate conferees to 
follow the House Appropriations Com
mittee in their cut of the Regulatory 
Council budget request by $1 million. 

The Council was created as an execu
tive branch study group to assist execu
tive department heads in coordinating 
regula tory policy. They were not created 
for the purpose of developing substantive 
policy expertise for certain regulatory 
subjects. 

Without disputing the contention that 
perhaps there may be a need for con
sultant or Presidential task force studies 
such as the above, I strongly dispute 
that such a role was properly intended 
for this Council. 

The Council argues that they cannot 
provide adequate advice from a coordi
nation point of view unless they have 
in-depth knowledge of the substance of 
certain policy areas. My response is that 
their hiring of outside consultants to 
print up reports that will likely go 
unused by the relevant departments is 
a monstrous boondoggle. The depart
ments themselves already have the 
capability to do such studies. The Regu
latory Council's involvement in this area 
is duplicative to the tune of $1 million, 
a~d they should be cut back by this 
amount. 

The executive branch of this Govern
ment, Mr. President, has traveled the 
"consultant road" too many times 
already. In the interest of saving shelf 
space and conserving on Government 
monuments for the collection of dust, 
I urge Senate conferees to follow the 
wise lead of the House committee in 
cutting the Regulatory Council's line 
item request along the lines I have 
suggested. 

UP AMENDMENT 462 

(Purpose: Reduction of $700 mlllion in 
Assisted Housing) 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I 
send and amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PRox
MmE) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 462. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 2, line 12, strike "$1,140,661,000" 

and insert "$1,106,393,000". 
On page 2, line 17, strike "$26,680,128,000" 

and insert "$25,980,128,000". 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this, 
as I understand it, is a 1-hour amend
ment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator has the right to offer one 1-hour 
amendment, with a half-hour on each 
side. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. This is the amend
ment that may consume an hour. I hope 
it will consume substantially less. 

I yield to the Senator from New Mex
ico. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Tony Arroyos 
may have the privilege of the floor for 
the remainder of the debate on this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, this 
amendment would cut annual contract 
authority under the assisted housing 
program by $34.3 million and as I think 
I can explain, would have a minimal im
pact on the HUD's ability to reserve as
sisted housing units, certainly for the 
next year or so. Following congressional 
budget cuts in fiscal year 1977 and 1978 
the Department carried over $98.6 mil
lion in unused annual contract authority 
from 1977 into 1978. 

They carried the funds over and did 
not use them. I am proposing to cut only 
about a third of what they have carried 
over in the past. They carried over $84.8 
million in unused authority in 1978 into 
the current fiscal year. 

Although the amount of annual con
tract authority cut by this amendment is 
small, the amendment would reduce 
budget authority by $700 million over 
periods of up to 40 years, thus conform
ing this part of the bill to the assump
tions made in the first concurrent resolu
tion on the budget. To put the reduction 
in perspective it is a cut of only 2.6 per
cent in the request for assisted housing
less than 3-percent and a reduction of 
a mere 9,037 assisted housing units. 

Despite past cutbacks, the Department 
has had great difficulty in effectively us
ing the funds the Congress has made 

available to the section 8 program. For 
example 64 percent of all section 8 new 
construction/substantial rehabilitation 
reservations in fiscal year 1978 took place 
in the last month of the fiscal year. 

Let me repeat that. Sixty-four per
cent-two-thirds--of the reservations
that is, of the commitments to build 
housing by HUD-took place in the last 
month of the fiscal year, the last one
twelfth of the fiscal year. 

In the first three-quarters of the cur
rent year, 24,777 net new construction/ 
substantial rehab iii tation reservations 
were made while more than 25,000 past 
reservations fell out of the system. 

They had made reservations because 
they were pushed to make them and they 
felt they had to spend the money that 
Congress had provided. Although they 
made commitments to spend the money, 
now they have found out that those com
mitments had been made so hurriedly in 
order to make a good record on spending 
the money, getting the money out, get
ting rid of it, that they were not able to 
follow through and deliver on the hous
ing. 

That indicates that many past reser
vations have been highly questionable. 
Furthermore the Department would have 
to reserve a net total of over 156,000 new 
construction/ substantial rehabilitation 
units (86 percent of the total) in the 
last quarter of the fiscal year to meet 
its goals. 

In the first place, Mr. President, I do 
not think they could make that many 
reservations. In the second place, if they 
could, they could only do so, on the basis 
of the past record, in a wasteful, ex
travagant way. 

Last year, Mr. President, the Depart
ment was only able to reserve 110,000 
units in the last quarter. It makes little 
sense in this context to give the Depart
ment the full amount they have re
quested. 

What we are doing here is to make a 
practical effort to reduce the program, 
as I say, by only 9,000 assisted housing 
units and save in the long run, over the 
40-year period to which contract au
thority applies, a total of $700 million. 

Mr. President, this amendment would 
conform this part of the bill to the first 
concurrent budget resolution. It would 
move us in line with what we promised 
in that resolution with respect to hous
ing. We are already way over the reso
lution in view of the action that we took 
on revenue sharing. We are way over it 
in view of the other spending decisions 
that the committee decided to make in 
the bill. My amendment would mean 
that, at least as far as housing is con
cerned, we would conform to what the 
budget resolution and a majority of 
Senators committed the Senate to 2 short 
months ago. 

Finally, Mr. President, I call the atten
tion of the Senate and the attention of 
my colleague from Maryland to the 
headline in the Washington Star to
night: "Six-Month Inflation Worst Since 
1951." 

That was a war year, the Korean war. 
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But right now, inflation is the worst it 
has been since 1951. Somehow, Members 
of the Senate are forgetting the fact 
that the No. 1 domestic issue facing this 
country, by far, is inflation. If we are 
going to continue to violate our promises 
of only 2 months ago and to violate 
them by hundreds of millions of dollars, 
there is no way we can say that we are 
meeting the fundamental problem that 
faces this country-inflation. 

I agree that there are other elements 
that cause inflation besides government 
spending, but certainly that is a central 
element. The overwhelming majority of 
the American people, on the basis of 
every survey, feel it is the most impor
tant element. 

Under those circumstances, what I am 
asking for is a relatively limited sacri
fice-as I say, a cut of less than 3 percent 
in asaisted housing. It would permit us 
to 0ut $700 million in budget authority, 
and would permit us to conform to the 
budget resolution we passed in May. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the 
headline that the Senator from Wis
consin has held up is a very alarming 
headline-"Six Months Inflation the 
Worst Since 1951." It is discouraging and 
I think alarming. 

But it seems to me that cutting an 
appropriation, which does not put this 
bill beyond the bounds of the rather 
strict fiscal limits that we have placed 
around it, is not an adequate response 
to that headline because inflation, of 
course, is the result of more than one 
factor. 

Government spending is certainly one 
factor. But productivity, the level of im
ports as it relates to the level of exports, 
are equally important fa.ctors in creating 
inflation. 

What this part of this appropriation 
bill is con~emed with is providing suffi
cient housing for the people of the United 
States. 

A long time ago, Congress looked at 
the housing shortage in this country and 
decided it was one of the most serious 
shortages that existed. We established 
for ourselves the goal of the construc
tion of 600,000 new housing units per 
year. We have not met that goal. Very 
frankly, it would be a subject of real na
tional concern if this amendment were 
to pass. 

There is a rumor around the Senate 
today that my old friend, Moon Landrieu, 
the former Mayor of New Orleans, is at 
the White House looking over the pros
pects for his job, or perhaps being looked 
over. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 
yield on that subject? 

Mr. MATHIAS. Yes. 
Mr. PROXMmE. I understand that at 

noon today the President announced the 
appointment of Mayor Moon Landrieu 
of New Orleans to be the new Secretary 
of HUD. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Let me say that if I 
were Moon Landrieu and this amend
ment passed, I would reconsider my de
cision to accept that appointment be-

cause this would be a very tough pro
gram to administer with the kind of 
slash that would be made by this amend
ment. 

I think Moon Landrieu, as talented as 
he is, and the genial and persuasive fel
low that he is, would have a tough time 
in keeping peace either within HUD or 
in the cities of America if we had re
duced the program to the inadequate 
levels that this amendment would result 
in doing. 

First of all, I think we ought to take 
note of the fact that the housing por
tion of this bill represents less than 50 
percent of the funds appropriated. We 
very carefully deliberated in both the 
subcommittee and in the full commit
tee about the balance between the needs 
of all of the programs that were con
tained in the bill. This deliberation re
sulted in a recommendation of $1.5 bil
lion below the budget for the nonhous
ing parts of the bill. 

This was a tough value judgment and 
many valuable programs were sacrificed, 
but a hard sacrifice was made, hard 
choices, and $1.5 billion was saved. 

So the committee has already ex
plicitly recognized the importance of 
these housing programs. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 
agree that $684 million of that amount 
has just been put back into the budget, 
with the Senator leading the fight to do 
so? Does that not wipe out almost all of 
our reduction, about 95 percent of what 
the Senator has been--

Mr. MATHIAS. Less than 50 percent. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. A sum of $684 mil

lion is about 95 percent of $700 million, 
is that not right? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I think, perhaps, we 
are dealing with a slightly different set 
of figures. But I think we understand 
each other perfectly well. 

But I would say further that the 
amendment comes at the wrong time. 

We have, as I have just said, given our 
measure of the priorities here. Let us 
look at the timing, because there is not 
sufficient housing now to meet existing 
needs. 

Over the last 3 years, the net annual 
loss of rental housing has been 2 percent. 
Here the population has been growing, 
but we have lost rental housing in this 
country, and particularly elderly people 
on limited incomes need rental units, new 
families just forming, young couples just 
married need rental units, and we have 
a loss of rental units. 

This 2-percent loss translates to about 
420,000 units lost last yoor. 

The loss of multifamily housing has 
been largely due to a decline in new 
production of rental units, abandonment 
and foreclosure of older dwellings and 
conversion of rental units to condo
miniums and cooperatives. That spread 
like wildfire through this country. Peo
ple who could formerly rent now find 
they are expected to buy their apart
ments, and a great many people do not 
have the capital to buy an apartment. 

It is estimated that vacancy rates of 
5 percent to 9 percent are needed to pro
vide normal housing mobility. Currently, 

the Nation's rental vacancy rate is below 
5 percent, with an effective rate of 2 per
cent to 3 percent. This, I believe, is the 
lowest it has been in 24 years for which 
the Census Bureau has kept such sta
tistics. 

Mr. President, I do not know what the 
correlation between the Washington Star 
headline on inflation and that fact is, but 
perhaps the economists might find some 
relationship, that the shortages-the 
shortages-of housing may be affecting 
the historically high cost of housing. 

I think it is important to recall that 
HUD's multifamily programs are a basic 
force in maintaining the level of multi
family starts in this country. The most 
recent estimates are that about 50 per
cent of all multifamily activity is di
rectly dependent upon HUD's insurance 
and subsidy programs. I believe that the 
subcommittee and the committee acted 
wisely by not additionally reducing the 
availability of housing in an already 
tight housing market. 

Such a reduction would preclude the 
reservation of approximately 15,000 
housing units in fiscal year 1980. This 
would come on top of an estimated reduc
tion of 60,000 units already included 1n 
the President's budget. The administra
tion estimates that in fiscal year 1979 it 
will reserve a total of approximately 
360,000 units. The fiscal year 1980 re
quest is estimated by the Department to 
result in a reservation of 300,000 units
and this estimate is considered optimis
tic by our advisers in the Congressional 
Budget Office by approximately 34,000 
units-optimistic by perhaps as much as 
30,000 to 35,000 units. 

A further reduction in housing units at 
this time woUld go completely counter to 
the current trends in the housing market. 

The consequences of this housing 
shortage translate to increased competi
tion and to increased demand for the 
shrinking number of existing units. In 
fact, this will do just what I am fearing 
we will see as a result of the trends that 
the Star reports tonight: We will push 
rents upward and thus will ultimately 
increase housing costs, which is another 
way of saying we will fuel the fires of 
inflation. Of course, that does not even 
contemplate the human effects on the 
families that will not be able to obtain 
adequate housing. 

Mr. President, during the course of the 
hearings on this subject, I addressed sev
eral questions to the Department on the 
exact needs in this area, and I ask unani
mous consent to have those questions and 
the detailed answers printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

Question. Has the Department looked at 
the aggregate need for low- and moderate
income housing in this country as spelled out 
in local Housing Assistance Plans? And if so. 
could you tell us, in approximate terms the 
magnitude of that need. How much of that 
total national low- and moderate-income 
housing need is proposed to be met through 
the Section 8 new construction/substantial 
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reha.bllita.tion program? How much of the 
national need is proposed to be addressed by 
the Section 8 existing housing program? How 
much through public housing? (In percent
ages) . What percentage of that total national 
need wlll be met by the President's proposed 
budget? 

Answer. The total annual housing goal 
identified in the latest available Housing 
Assistance Plan (HAP) data is 408,606 units. 
The FY 1980 Budget proposes the reservation 
of up to 300,000 units of Section 8 and Public 
Housing. This includes 147,400 units of Sec
tion 8 new construction and substantial re
ha.b111ta.tion, 102,600 units of Section 8 exist
ing housing, and 50,000 units of Public Hous
ing. The proportion of new and existing 
housing (66-34) is determined by the HAP 
ratio. 

The estimates of total annual housing need 
range from 2.2 mlllion units to 2.8 mlllion 
units. The needs of low-income households 
(which inc! ude areas not covered by HAPs) 
is estimated at between 780,000 to 1.000,000 
units. Total reservations under all housing 
assistance programs are estimated at 325,000 
units in FY 1980, or 42 percent of the esti
mated 780,000 units needed. 

Question. You have stated on several oc
casions that the Department's budget request 
for FY 80 is "lean." Further, the FY 80 re
quest is the lowest since your arrival to the 
Department in 1977. I am deeply disturbed, 
then, that the Senate Budget Committee 
chose to cut budget authority for assisted 
housing even further-from $27 blllion to 
$22.6 blllion. Assuming the CBO's cost esti
mates and the current mix of new and exist
ing housing units, that amount of budget 
authority wm only produce 220,000 units-of 
which 145,000 would be new and substantial 
rehab. Would you please comment on this 
situation-and how these budgetary actions 
will affect the Department's mission of pro
viding housing for low- and moderate
income people? 

Answer. Regardless of which assumptions 
on average unit cost are utmzed, the action 
by the Senate Budget Committee in reducing 
the amount of new budget authority avail
able for the Subsidized Housing programs in 
FY 1980 from the Administration's request 
of $27 billion down to $22.6 blllion would 
reduce substantially the Department's ability 
to provide additional Subsidized Housing in 
FY 1980. 

The Administration's FY 1980 request for 
additional authority to support a. program of 
up to 300,000 subsidized rental units in FY 
1980 does represent a relatively lean budget 
and includes the impact of a number of pro
posals to hold down the spiraling cost of 
housing con..c;truction. In comparison with 
the current FY 1979 reservation estimate of 
approximately 360,000 units, the FY 1980 
request already is a significant reduction. 
Although an increased level of activity could 
be justified, the Administration's Budget 
request ensures that the highest priority 
needs can be addressed within the context of 
the current requirement to constrain overall 
Federal spending. 

The Administration's Budget request in
cludes up to 197,400 new construction and 
substantial rehabilitation units with the re
maining balance of 102,600 units represent
ing moderate rehabilitation and existing 
housing. Utilizing the Department's assump
tions on unit costs, the Senate Budget Com
mittee action would reduce the program 
level to be supported to roughly 248,000 units. 
This reduction of approximately 52,000 units 
could involve a. decrease of up to 34,400 
units under the new construction and sub
stantial rehab111ta.tion components. 

The Department believes that the Senate 
action, particularly with respect to the im
pact of new construction and rehabilitation 

activity, would simply add to the pressures 
already created by the tightening rental 
housing market. Rental housing vacancy 
rates on a national basis are below five per
cent which is a twenty year low. 

It currently is estimated that, given cur
rent assumptions on new households enter
ing the rental market, an additional 410 000 
to 440,000 rental units must be added to 
the national housing inventory each year 
during the decade of the 1980's. In addition, 
the replacement or reha.bUitation of sub
standard rental stock will add up to 156,000 
units annually to this need. A substantial 
portion of this projected need represents 
low- and moderate-income households who, 
given the economics of housing construc
tion, wlll not be served without Government 
intervention. 

The Administration's Budget recognizes 
this need and represents an acceptable level 
of assistance for keeping pace with demand 
while recognizing the requirement for over
all Federal fiscal restraint. Further reduc
tions in the current production program 
wlll simply add to the need for additional 
rental units in the future. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I will 
reply briefly to the distinguished Sen
ator from Maryland. 

He has suggested a new and interest
ing economic theory: that the way to 
stem inflation is to spend more money, 
that we are not spending enough. He 
says we should spend more on housing 
and housing costs would go down. That 
is an interesting theory. He might be 
able to find some economists to support 
it. It is said that if you look hard enough, 
you can find an economist who will sup
port any theory. 

This headline says "6-Month Inflation 
Worst Since 1951." The Senator's argu
ment is that one of the reasons for in
flation is that we have not been spend
ing enough money. He says we would not 
have as bad inflation if we spent a little 
more. 

Is that the Senator's argument? 
Mr. MATHIAS. I think the Senator 

has not listened accurately to what I 
said. 

I said that the shortages of housing 
were causing rents to go up. The Senator 
could hardly contest that most ancient 
rule of the marketplace--that supply 
and demand affect price; that when 
there is a surplus of supply, prices tend 
to go down and that when there is a 
shortage, prices tend to go up. 

We are seeing now a shortage of hous
ing in America. I am not saying that 
spending money will reduce inflation. I 
am saying that productivity in the hous
ing market, providing housing to meet 
the existing shortage, will relieve some 
of the economic pressure. 

Certainly, one of the elements in this 
headline tonight is the cost of housing 
the basic cost of shelter, which in th~ 
climate is an absolute necessity of life. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Absolutely; and all 
the evidence we have indicates that what 
~happening is that housing costs have 
nsen when we have poured more and 
more money into housing in the govern
ment sector. This type of expenditure 
has driven up land costs, material costs 
l~bor costs, financing costs all along th~ 
line. All those elements have risen as the 
Federal Government has gotten more 
into the housing picture. 

M:. MATHIAS. I ask the Senator this 
question: What is his solution? You can 
go around the world and find people liv
ing under a sheet of tin, with a little 
fire, and some mud piled up on the sides 
to keep out the wind. Is that the kind of 
solution? 

We have to have housing for the hu
man beings in existence. We are not talk
ing about needs of a generation hence. 
We are talking about men and women in 
America who live here today. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I say to the Senator 
from Maryland that he knows I have 
supported housing, some housing, ade
quate housing, housing that made sense. 
But here we have a situation in which 
the administration has not been able to 
spend the money we have given them. 
Now, once again, we are going to provide 
more funds than they can spend. 

The fact is that my amendment would 
cut $34 million next year. That is less 
than 3 percent of this program, as I say. 
In the past year, HUD carried over-they 
could not spend out of this program
$85 million. The previous year, 1977, they 
carried over $99 million. 

Obviously, more houses are not going 
to be built if they cannot spend the 
money. 

Furthermore, this is only a 9,000 unit 
cut in a program which involves 300 000 
units. But in the long run, over the' 40-
year period for which this appropriation
authorization is effective, it will save $700 
million, which will enable us to conform 
to the promise we made in the first 
budget resolution with respect to this 
particular program. 

It obviously is a responsible posture 
for the Senate to take and fer Senators 
to take. In my judgment, my amendment 
would provide--on the basis of the record 
in 1977, 1978, and 1979-all the money 
that HUD is likely to spend on assisted 
housing. But at the same time it would 
provide a very practical, usef~l oppor
t~ity for us to hold down spending in 
th1s area, as we promised to do. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I do 
not want to prolong this debate, because 
I suspect that the Senate already is 
thoroughly familiar with the basic prin
ciples that are involved here. 

However, I have to question the wis
dom of this amendment-and I am per
fectly willing to be viewed as parochial 
in this matter-when we have a housing 
rate. down to 1 percent in the city of 
Baltrmore, Md. That is an indication that 
there is not adequate housing in this 
great city. That is not so only in Balti
more, Md. You can go around the coun
try in such places as Hartford, Reno, 
Albuquerque, or Tulsa, and find areas 
where the vacancy rates are below what 
is considered to be the safe statistics to 
provide adequat~ housing choices for 
people. 

Further, I think we should address the 
objection the Senator from Wisconsin 
has made to the existing programs on 
assisted housing. 

I have checked the latest statistics on 
this, the latest available statistics. 

For this year, it is indicated that HUD 
will convert into housing starts a higher 
percentage of its assisted housing reser-
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vations, on hand at the beginning of the 
year, than in any previous year. In fiscal 
1976, 44 percent of the units in the pipe
line at the beginning of that year were 
converted to starts. In fiscal year 1976 
61 percent were moved to starts. This 
year-and I hope the Senator will lis
ten-HUD will convert between 72 and 
77 percent of the pipeline into starts. 

There is a consistent record of im
provement, from 44 to 61 percent some
where in the neighborhood of 75 percent. 

What about termination? It is said 
that they go ahead and put the starts 
in, but how many become terminated? 
How many really go on and provide walls 
and a roof for families to live in? Only 
7.5 percent of all the units reserved in 
fiscal year 1976 and the prior years were 
terminated. That is for a period of 3 
years. For reservations made in fiscal 
1977, the percentage of units terminated 
went down from 7.5 to 6.5 percent. For 
reservations made in fiscal year 1978, it 
was down to 3.5 percent. 

So here we see the steady rates of im
provement in this program, in which the 
number of starts were moved up each 
year and the number of terminations has 
gone down each year. 

I think that should get us the kind of 
confidence in the program which justi
fies the amount appropriated by the 
committee. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I ask 
time in opposition to the amendment, 
and I ask how much time remains, so 
that I will not take all the time, because 
I know others will want to speak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
<BoREN). The Senator from Maryland 
has 17 minutes, and the Senator from 
Wisconsin has 21 minutes. 

Mr. MATIUAS. I am happy to yield 5 
minutes to the Senator from New Jersey. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from New Jersey is recognized. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I cer
tainly start wlth applause for persist
ence of the Senator from Wisconsin. He 
stays with it. This has been a subject 
which in this form has been heard at 
various levels, and has not been success
fully heard, but here we are again. So 
my good friend, the chairman of the 
committee I have the honor to sit on, 
gets the golden award, for persistence. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. We won on the 
budget resolution and I am hopeful we 
can win today. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes. 
I want to give the reasons within this 

limited time why I feel strongly that it 
should be resisted. 

Mr. MATillAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a minute? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, follow

ing the remarks of the Senator from 
New Jersey, I yield 5 minutes to the 
Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. 
TSONGAS ) . 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, in my 
judgment this amendment is extreme 
and unnecessary, and I certainly strong
ly oppose it. 

Misconception is usually born of 
truth, and the reasoning that spawned 

this proposal is a classic example. It is 
true that reduced Federal spending, un
der various conditions, can be a helpful 
response to inflationary pressures in the 
economy. Unfortunately, the sponsors of 
this amendment have taken this reality 
and twisted it out of shape. They would 
have us believe that cut backs in housing 
assistance beyond the already minimal 
amounts contained in the committee bill 
will somehow signal a victory in the fight 
against inflation. However, as a legisla
tive body, we have a responsibility to 
base our actions on fact, not fiction and 
properly balance conflicting priorities of 
Government. We must lay bare the idea 
that the road to reduced inflation lies 
through greater hardship for the poor. 
We must expose this line of argument 
for the fraud it really is. 

In plain truth, the sponsors of this 
amendment are trying to prescribe the 
wrong medicine for the wrong patient. 
The amendment seeks to force arbitrary 
budget cuts on a sector of the economy 
already reeling from depression. Earlier 
this year, witness after witness, in hear
ing after hearing before our Housing 
Subcommittee, attested to the deep 
trouble aftlicting the multifamily housing 
industry. Rental housing is suffering 
from a critical lack of production. At the 
same time, the loss of rental units from 
the existing stock due to abandonment, 
conversion, and deterioration, is con
stricting still further an already tight 
supply. 

The dimensions of this crisis in supply 
are alarming for renters of all income 
levels, but especially for low- and mod
erate-income people whose choices are 
always the narrowest. I have outlined 
some of the statistics in previous de
bates, and would like to reemphasize 
them because they are so important. 

As many as 420,000 rental units are 
lost to the stock every year. Rental va
cancies have plummeted to their lowest 
point in 24 years. Meanwhile, according 
to a Library of Congress report issued 
this month, the Nation must produce an 
average of 670,000 new and substantially 
rehabilitated units annually over the 
next 10 years, just to meet the needs of 
low and moderate income people. An ad
ditional 570,000 units a year, on the av
erage, will need moderate rehabilitation. 

Now, as any schoolchild knows, when 
demand goes up and the supply goes 
down, inflation results. This is basic eco
nomics and it describes conditions in the 
multifamily rental market today. Yet, 
despite the unchallenged fact that the 
supply of decent, affordable rental hous
ing for moderate incomes is shrinking, 
the sponsors would cut back our already 
inadequate efforts to encourage multi
family housing production. What could 
be more inflationary than this? I cannot 
conceive of a proposal which contradicts 
its own purpose more than this one. The 
idea that less Federal housing assistance 
in the face of a housng shortage will 
somehow reduce inflation defies all 
reason. 

This "less is more" philosophy has pro
duced some other strange arguments. 
During the debate over the housing au
thorization bill, it was pointed out that 
inflation hurts the poor the most and 

that the best assistance we can provide 
them is to reduce inflation. This is true 
enough, and I am sure that this point 
will be made often today. However, there 
is a wide gap between an earnest desire 
to control inflation, and the notion that 
denial of rental assistance to 10,000 poor 
households will benefit us all. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
has expired. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the Senator yield 
2 additional minutes? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield 2 minutes 
from my time to the Senator from New 
Jersey. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. The average income 
of an assisted housing tenant is only 
about $4,500 a year, a marginal Iivillg at 
best. More than 12.9 million households 
in this country pay more than 25 per
cent of their income in rent, and among 
some groups the rent burden is devasta
ting. People aged 75 and above typically 
pay out almost half their income in rent. 
Can anyone seriously believe that cutting 
back our housing budget will really make 
these individuals and all the other poor 
as well more financially secure? 

The fact of the matter is that the 
sponsors of this amendment would have 
us enter a world of fantasy. According to 
them, if we can just cut the budget, our 
anti-inflation dreams will come true. 
Well, saying it does not make it so. Those 
who have strived over the months to 
slash housing funds have never pre
sented one shred of worthwhile evidence 
that their efforts will produce anything 
but continued hardship for the most vul
nerable members of our society. 

It would be enlightening to examine 
the relationship between budget cuts and 
inflation. According to the Congressional 
Budget Office, in its report to the Budget 
Committee on the fiscal policy response 
to inflation, an across-the-board cut of 
$15 billion in Federal outlays for fiscal 
year 1980 could reduce inflation by a pal
try .2 percent by the end of 1981. Of 
course, this spending reduction would not 
produce an equivalent reduction in the 
deficit. The resulting slowdown in eco
nomic activity would push up unemploy
ment, and actually increase automatic 
payments, such as food stamps and un
employment compensation. 

The amendment before us would re
duce outlays by only $350,000 in fiscal 
year 1980. Even if we were to reduce 
housing assistance outlays for fiscal year 
1980 by an amount equal to the long
term budget authority which the amend
ment proposes to save, the effect on infla
tion would be virtually immeasurable. In 
the final analysis, cuts in housing assist
ance on the order of this amendment 
would have painful impact for thousands 
of people while benefiting no one. 

Another point that supporters of this 
amendment have made on several occa
sions is that we are really not cutting 
anythi:Qg, that the number of federally 
assisted units will be increased. Again 
we must separate myth from reality. 
Housing is like any other consumer good 
in the sense that units wear out, are de
stroyed, or are converted to other uses. 
Units that are lost must be replaced and 
additional ones must be built to handle 
a growing population. One of the yard-
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sticks by which we measure a progres
sive society is how well its people are 
housed. The true measurement of our 
federally assisted housing efforts is not 
how many units we have in place or 
whether we are adding to that number. 
but whether or not these efforts are 
making progress toward meeting the 
need-and by all accounts we are not, 
even under the appropriations commit
tee bill. 

Before I close, I would like to offer 
some perspective on the argument that 
the integrity of the congressional budget 
process is at stake here. It is not. The 
budget process was deliberately struc
tured to be flexible, and to respect the 
independent judgments of the authoriz
ing and appropriating committees about 
how specific programs are to operate. 

This is the reason for at least two 
budget resolutions. The first budget res
olution was never meant to be a rigid, 
unbending instrument of policy that 
takes precedence over all committees in 
the establishment of budget priorities. 
It was meant to be a guide, not an over
seer. It is not infallible. In the area of 
assisted housing, the budget resolution 
makes assumptions that are inconsist
ent with the true housing needs of the 
country, and this body has a right to 
make the necessary corrections. 

The real issue in the continuing de
bate over budget figures is whether or 
not the Federal Government will do 
its job with a maximum of efficiency at 
the least possible cost. The public has 
clearly expressed its desire for lean and 
thrifty Government budgets. In report
ing this bill, the Appropriations Commit
tee has responded vigorously to the 
public. In fact, in the area of housing 
assistance, I believe that the committee 
has overreacted in light of the housing 
market conditions we know to exist. Even 
without the proposed amendment, the 
committee bill provides the lowest level 
of housing assistance appropriated dur
ing this decade, yet at a time when we 
face the highest level of low income fam
ily formation in recent history. This bill 
involves $9.5 billion less in budget au
thority than would be needed to achieve 
the level of reservations HUD projects 
for fiscal year 1979. 

Mr. President, this amendment is 
wrong, not just because it hurts only the 
poor, which it does, but also because it 
holds itself out as necessary to our effort 
to cut inflation, which it is not. The 
amendment substitutes appearance for 
substance. It is mistaken in concept 
and harmful in its consequence. This 
very amendment was rejected twice dur
ing Appropriations Committee markup. 
By putting it to rest once and for all, we 
do ourselves and our country a great 
service. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from Massachusetts is recog
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. TSONGAS. Thank you, Mr. 
President. 

Let me just make a couple points. First, 
I am also intrigued by the issue of fight
ing inflation by cutting back on housing. 
Obviously the people who need housing 

the most-! do not know a U.S. Senator 
in public housing-are the poor people. 
And the way we are going to help them 
with inflation is to give them less hous
ing. I submit that, since the other issue 
they have to be concerned with is food, 
why do we not help them with their hun
ger by producing less food? And we could 
pursue that to its equally illogical con
clusion. 

Let us talk about the figure of 264,000 
units, which is, as you know, historically 
the lowest in 10 years with the exception 
of what happened in 1974. In the com
mittee which I serve on and which my 
chairman obviously is the distinguished 
chairman, the committee authorized 300,-
000 units, and we were on the same floor 
in which the chairman came before the 
Senate and reduced that down to 264,000 
despite the eloquence of myself, the Sen
ator from New Jersey, and others. So all 
of a sudden 264,000, rather than being as 
it was indicated by my chairman a rea
sonable figure, is now excessive, and if we 
have 264,000 we will have more head
lines like the one in the paper today. That 
argument obviously has no end. 

Two hundred and sixty-four thousand 
units are what the Senate passed. It is 
what the Appropriations Committee has 
passed. It also, by the way, is what the 
President has requested. And to drop it 
down to 250 at this late stage is perhaps 
an interesting exercise, but it certainly 
violates any theory as to what authoriza
tion committees are all about and what 
the Appropriations Committee is all 
about. We could all stop here and simply 
have a Budget Committee and let it go 
at that. 

The other thing that I wish to raise is 
the question of inflation in the budget 
and the issue of Federal spending. 

There was an article in the paper yes
terday in which one Senator indicated 
that he might support the SALT Treaty 
if, and the figures vary, there is a guar
anteed 5.percent real growth in defense 
spending. And the President has indi
cated to NATO that he is prepared for a 
3-percent real growth increase in de
fense, and I believe this is one issue 
in which the chairman and I are in rea
sonable accord. And that is how do you 
tell people who live in cities who cannot 
make it, who cannot afford housing, 
"Well, we are going to cut your housing 
back, but we are going to provide serious 
real growth in defense spending"? 

How can you possibly argue that that 
enhances our naltiona.l security? It seems 
to me if we are going to fight inflation 
by reduced Federal spending that that 
~hould not be limited to those programs 
that affect the poor. Indeed, as has been 
said, inflation affects the poor the most. 

It seems to me that housing would be 
the last place we would go to cut back, 
not the first place. You go through this 
budget and you will find virtually no 
programmatic area that ha.s been a.s se
verely slashed as housing. I think that 
is a rather sad commentary to make in 
both the Senate and in the country at a 
time when our cities are desperately cry
ing out for revitalization. 

I thank the Senator for yielding, and 
I yield back the remainder of our time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield such time as the Senator from 
Maine may require. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I rise 
not so much to discuss the merits of this 
particular program as to remind the Sen
ate that the budget implications have 
changed since I discussed the subject 
earlier today. We have already added to 
this bill $700 million in budget authority 
and outlays by restoring the full amount 
of revenue sharing to the States. 

Now, that revenue-sharing program 
happens to be a program which I sup
port. As a matter of fact, I think I intro
duced perhaps the first revenue-sharing 
bill ever introduced in the Senate, and 
conducted the first hearings in the Gov
ernment Operations Committee. Yet I 
supported the amendment of the Senator 
from Wisconsin holding the amount for 
that program to the amount approved 
by the committee because this bill as it 
came to the floor, together with later re
quirements in these areas, threatened, 
and indeed, inevitably breached the 
budget targets. 

Now we have added that $700 million 
and the numbers now are $1.6 !billion in 
budget authority over the 302 (b) allo
cation when you take into account later 
requirements, and $1.3 billion in outlays. 

Mr. President, we started out this 
year with a program of fiscal restraint 
because we all believed, I thought, that 
inflation was the No. 1 problem facing 
the country. 

Well, at the beginning of this fiscal 
year the annual rate of inflation was 9 
percent. It is now between 13 and 14 
percent. Has inflation become less im
portant? And yet what we have already 
done prior to action on this bill threat
ens to breach the budget targets by $6 
billion in budget authority and $5 billion 
in outlays independent of this bill-in
dependent of this bill, let me repeat. 

I w-:ts assured that when I raised this 
specter at the time we debated the first 
three appropriation bills it would be 
taken care of, it would be taken care of 
before the appropriations process was 
over. 

Now, the District of Columbia appro
priations bill, which we acted on a little 
while ago, is the only one that has not 
added to the problem, and I do not see 
any prospect that any of the remaining 
appropriation bills will alleviate the 
problem. So you cannot dodge the prob
lem by saying, "Well, I will vote for this 
bill because I will take care of it later." 
It will not be taken care of later. 

If the Senate votes for this bill with 
full knowledge of what I have just said, 
that is the Senate's prerogative. But I 
w-:tnt to make it as clear as I can that 
this is the consequence, the budgetary 
consequence. 

In addition, may I point out to my col
leagues we are going into a markup on 
the second budget resolution next week. 
CBO reestimates-those reestimates are 
related to actual experience since the 
May 15 budget resolution-plus the 
worsening economic picture, show that 
we will go up by possibly $9 billion in 
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outl9.ys independent of what we do on 
the appropriation bills. 

So what we are looking at when the 
second budget resolution is marked up 
by the Budget Committee is a deficit at 
least at the $35 billion figure, and prob
ably higher, and when we passed the 
first budget resolution we reported a de
ficit of $23 billion. 

If the Sen':l.te wants that, if that is the 
price the Senate is willing to pay, in 
order to follow its heart, to follow the 
pressures, to respond to the appeals, 
that is the Senate's prerogative. But I 
do not want somebody, I do not want any 
Senator, not a single one, coming up to 
me after we report the second budget res
olution and saying to me, ''Senator, why 
did you let that deficit climb from $23 
billion to $35 billion or more?" 

If that is what I am forced to do, be
cause of the actions of this body and the 
other body in the meantime, I will do it, 
because that is my job. But I will not ac
cept full responsibility for it, and I am 
going to share th':l.t responsibility with 
my colleagues by reminding them of 
what the computers show is the result, 
the potential result, of what we are doing 
on these appropriation bills, and of the 
deteriorating economy. 

I like these housing programs, as the 
floor manager knows. I served with him 
on the Banking, Housing and Urban Af
fairs Committee when it was known as 
the Banking and Housing Committee, 
indeed when it was known as the Bank
ing and Currency Committee, and I got 
involved deeply in these housing pro
grams, and they helped my State. This 
amendment will hurt my St':l.te, but I do 
not know how you make cuts in any area 
of the budget with programs that are 
worthwhile without hurting somebody. 
There is not any way. 

So either we stick to our fiscal policy 
of budgetary restraint or we abandon 
it, and once we abandon it, why then, 
Mr. President, should I not be able to 
restore the $400 million in waste treat
ment funds that this bill cuts from a 
program that had already been cut by 
$1.2 billion out of $5 billion? I accepted 
the cut to $3.8 billion without a munnur, 
in the name of budget austerity. Now 
it has been cut by $400 million more, 
and again I accepted it in the name of 
budget austeritY. 

If that same philosophy is not going 
to inhibit and restrain other programs, 
then I will be tempted to some back and 
start fighting for a restoration of those 
funds, and then where will we be? We 
will be the Senate of the pre-budget 
process days, each of us voting for every 
goody that comes along, keeping a 
mental budget in our minds with the 
determination somewhere down the line 
to vote for cuts that we can then justify 
to our constitutents as representing 
budget prudence. 

It did not work then, and it will not 
work now, and that is the sum and sub
stance of it. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ·PROXMIRE. Mr. President, 
before the Senator yields, may I ask for 
the yeas and nays on this amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 2 minutes to 

the Senator from Maine for the purpose 
of a colloquy. 

Mr. CHll..ES. I just want to ask the 
Senator, I continue to hear people char
acterize what we have done in the 
Budget Committee figures that we had 
and what now is proposed in this amend
ment as being a cut in housing. You 
know, I think it is very hard to sort of 
get that across, but I note that we are 
talking about 286,000 units in our Budget 
Committee figures. This would be in 
addition to the 898,000 units that are 
already being assisted. Therefore, we are 
talking about from our budget resolu
tion of a 32-percent increase in the 
number of households to be assisted 
under section 8, and a 32-percent 
increase at a time when we are talking 
about austerity, at a time when we are 
talking about how we can kind of hold 
the line, and at the same time we are 
talking a:bout cash outlays to ,be upped 
23 percent over 1979. 

We talked about inflation or we put 
in a figure of 8 percent; we talked about 
real growth on top of that of 1 percent 
for programs, which would be 9 percent. 
Here we have a program that under our 
Budget Committee figures would be a 
23-percent increase in cash, a 32-percent 
increase in assisted families, and yet 
we are sort of combatting what goes 
out saying this is a cut, this is a slash, 
we are cutting back on the housing 
programs, and again at a time where 
we are just trying to hold the line dur
ing a period of time where we are say
ing these units, not having been taken 
up, that we have a pipeline full. 

This is one area that we do not cut. 
We are adding this amount, and it should 
be sufficient to add, and yet we are told 
it is not enough, that they have to have 
additional amounts of money. I just do 
not understand it. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Sen
ator's statement illustrates a very frus
trating fact. The fact is that the budget 
as a whole does not represent a cut. It 
represents a smaller increase than at any 
time, I think, overall, since the budget 
process came into being. But that was 
because the Senate mandated us to 
produce a balanced budget. 

Mr. CHILES. Right. 
Mr. MUSKIE. In 1981 if possible, and 

by 1982 at the latest, the Senate man
dated a balanced budget, and in order 
to get it, you have to start by deescalat
ing, not rolling back but deescalating 
the amounts of increases. 

That is what we did. We did not put 
any cuts in here, or any slashes. The 
growth may not be as much as some 
Senators would like, but it is certainly 
not a cut. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I very 
much appreciate this colloquy. I think 
the Senator from Maine has told us ex
actly the correct story. The fact is that 
we are over the budget resolution by $6 
billion in outlays, and this bill makes a 
colossal increase in that it is $1.6 bil
lion over the budget resolution in budg-

et authority and $1.3 billion over this 
resolution in outlays. 

The Senator from Florida made the 
excellent point that the level recom
mended in the budget resolution for as
sisted housing is not a cut but an in
crease. Outlays are going up by 23 per
cent. Twenty-three percent. How can you 
say a proposal is unfair, is cutting back, 
is hurting housing, when it allows an 
increase of 23 percent? 

The fact is that we have before us a 
6-months inflation figure that is the 
worst since 1951, and 1951 was a war 
year. We were in the middle of the 
Korean war the last time we had the 
current rate of inflation. We have never 
had such inflation in peacetime, and we 
have to recognize that if we are going 
to do anything about it, we have to start 
right now. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I take 
a somewhat different view of the answers 
to the Senator from Florida's questions. 

The fiscal 1981 request actually re
flects a net reduction when the prior 
year carryover is taken into account. 
From fiscal year 1979, approximately 
$34.2 billion will be available for new 
authority from prior years. In 1980, the 
comparable amount is $26.9 billion. I 
think the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee will understand the 
impact of those figures. 

Again let me address myself to the 
Senator from Florida's question. The 
committee bill is already one-fourth less 
than HUD's 1979 request. We are going 
downhill. We have already cut this pro
gram. The arguments of the Senator 
from Maine are very forceful, telling 
arguments, but we have already followed 
his advice. We reduced the units from 
300,000 to 265,000. We did that in the 
authorization; we cut that. Now we are 
going to make a cut on top of a cut, and 
add, on top of a 15-percent cut, an
other 6- or 7-percent cut. 

And who are the people who are being 
cut? The poor people of America, who 
need to have housing units. 

I think we have to consider all of the 
elements that create inflation. 

Mr. wn..LIAMS. Mr. President, may I 
just ask the Senator a question? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield to the distin
guished Senator from New Jersey. 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS. All of you-the Sena
tor from Maine was honest, as always, 
when he said he is not going to deal with 
the merits here, but only the budget 
figures. 

Mr. MATHIAS. That is right. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. It is almost like with 

blinders on, looking only at the Budget 
Committee numbers, the columns of fig
ures. He is giving us these--

Mr. MATHIAS. But they do it in the 
interest of fighting inflation. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. If we do not get some 
rental housing out there for poor people, 
the supply is going down--

Mr. MATHIAS. And rents are going 
up. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. And rents are going 
up; and if that is not inflation, I do not 
know what is. That is not the kind that 
is an academic exercise, out of a big 
volume of numbers in a book. These are 
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poor people. The rents go up and up. 
People with 25 percent of their income 
already going for rent. That is hitting 
people with the worst kind of inflation. 

Mr. MATHIAS. And hitting people 
where they are hurt the worst. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a fact 
sheet on housing assistance payments 
provided in comparison with the need. 

There being no objection, the fact 
sheet was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

FACT SHEET FY 1980 HOUSING ASSISTANCE 
PAYMENTS 

Sen81te AppropriatiOiils Committee request 
level: $1.140 b1llion. 

The entire HUn/Independent AgeillCies 
appropriBJtions b111 is: $44 m1llion under the 
first concurrent budget resolutiOIIl; $1.594 
b1llion under the President's request; $607 
milldon under the House appropriations 
level. 

Low and moderate income households to 
be assisted by Sec. 8 in fiscal year '80: 265,000 
households (C.B.O. estimate) . 

A sum of $1.140 billion includes: 6,000 
units of Indian. housing construction; 50,000 
public housing units. 

Estimated need: 670,000 units per yr. for 
next 10 years, low 8illd moderate income 
famUies (C.R.S. estimate). 

Who program serves: the poor, the senior 
citizen, those earning less than $4,500 per 
year (C.B.O. estitn81te). 

DecMning rental housing stock: a.n esti
mated 420,000 units a.re lost from the rental 
stock each year due to: razings, abandon
ment, and condominium conversions. 

Private sector is no longer building rellita.l 
hoUSiing because of limtted return on invest

. ment, threat of rent control, more lucrative 
investments. 

Vacancy rates in rental housing are a.t 
their lowest level since World War II. Apart
ments for reDJt are almost impossible to find 
in many metropolitan areas. 

NoTE.-This is the lowest assisted housing 
request level by HUD since 1970, with the 
exception of the "housing freeze" year of 
1973.) 

Mr. MATHIAS. I yield the remainder 
of my time to the Senator from 1\finne
sota (Mr. DURENBERGER) . 

Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
I join the Senator from New Jersey and 
the Senator from Maryland in insisting 
that we not look at this in terms of budg
etary :figures, but in terms of the infla
tion that the gentlemen on the other side 
of the aisle are :fighting to protect us 
from. I am going to give you a few sta
tistics from a State that is probably rare
ly looked at as a very impoverished State. 

Two weeks ago, the Senate reduced 
the funding for assisted housing from 
300,000 units to 266,000 units. Now, we in 
the Senate are being asked to make fur
ther reductions in the section 8 assist
ance level. These additional cuts would 
have the effect of reducing the total 
units for assisted housing to about 255,-
000. 

I opposed the earlier budget reduction 
and I am adamantly opposed to the cut 
in funding proposed today. 

Adequate and affordable housing is 
essential to the welfare of all people. Yet, 
the housing assistance program has come 
under repeated attack and has borne 
more than a fair share of budget reduc
tions. We cannot, in good conscience, ac
cept further cuts at a time when there 

are increasing housing needs and ex
tremely low vacancy rates. 

The proposal before us today will have 
the effect in Minnesota of knocking out 
an estimated additional 150 housing 
starts. In addition to the previous cuts, 
today's measure would eliminate 400 new 
and badly needed units in my State. 

:In the Twin Cities metropolitan area, 
to cite but one example, there are very 
few vacancies for persons with low or 
moderate incomes. In 1973, there were 45 
subsidized apartment complexes that had 
about 590 vacant units. In June of 1979 
a survey of 82 developments indicated 
that there were only 23 vacant units. 

In addition, the metropolitan HRA has 
a waiting list of over 4,000 pe1sons need
ing subsidized housing. The story is much 
the same throughout the State. We will 
be fortunate if we are able to meet about 
35 percent of the housing needs for low 
and moderate income persons. 

There are no new apartment units 
being built to meet this need by the 
private sector without assistance. The 
section 8 new construction program has 
provided needed additional units and has 
assured adequate housing for the seg
ment of our population in need of as
sistance. 

The Minnesota Housing Finance 
Agency has been able to make the section 
8 program work. Section 8 is the only 
program we have to meet our special 
housing needs. Further curtailment only 
serves to ignore a problem that will even
tually have to be met, but at increased 
costs to all concerned . 

Mr. President, there is no question, in 
the State of Minnesota, but that this 
cut, on top of the one we took several 
weeks ago, will have a substantial im
pact on my State. 

I thank the Senator very much. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE). 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I :find it 
interesting that the Budget Committee 
is accused of being focused on narrow 
numbers, and insensitive to human 
needs. 

I do not know what kind of mail other 
Senators get on this question of inflation, 
but that mail comes from people, and 
particularly from the people that the 
opponents of this amendment are seek
ing to help. Because the people most 
vulnerable to infiation are the poor, the 
working poor, senior citizens, the bene
ficiaries of Federal programs like food 
stamps, assisted housing and on down 
the line. 

With inflation increasing at the rate 
that it is this year, there is no way for 
Government spending programs to pro
tect them against next month's increase 
in inflation. I mean, the idea that some
how there is a way for Government or 
those of us who have political muscle 
in this society to protect against infla
tion is the most old-fashioned, outdated, 
unworkable idea I have ever heard. 

The Budget Committee is not a nar
rowly focused committee. I have never 
had a broader education into the work
ings of our Government, the interrela
tionship of programs, the impact of 

agencies upon each other and upon peo
ple, than I have had in my 5 years on 
the Budget Committee. 

Let me tell you, gentlemen, I do not 
know how long I will be in politics or in 
this body, but I am sure that I will look 
back upon this period, when policy
makers will determine whether or not in
flation will become a permanent part of 
our economic lifestyle, as the most crit
ical of my public career. 

I have seen from a distance what in
flation does to countries, to economies, 
to societies, and so have all of you. And it 
is threatening us. An inflation rate of 
13 Y2 percent, an inflation rate that 
makes an interest rate of 12 percent look 
reasonable because the lender cannot re
cover the rate of inflation from his 
money, is not sound public policy. 

What I am talking about is not that 
more housing is inflationary. What I am 
saying is that an abrupt departure trom 
a policy of budgetary restraint will raise 
inflationary expectations throughout the 
economy, and if the Congress calls off 
the signals in the :fight against inflation, 
every labor contract in this country is 
going to see an escalation in demands 
to protect not against last year's infla
tion but against next year's and the year 
after and the year following that. So you 
are going to have written into these con
tracts assured inflation for as many 
years into the future as the labor nego
tiators can persuade industry to accept 
in order to get the bargaining over. That 
is the kind of a threat we are fighting. 

Let us get that threat dealt with and 
licked. Then we can build housing, we 
can build waste treatment plants, to 
match the need. But ignore inflation, 
treat it as something that somebody else 
has to worry about, that some other pro
gram ought to absorb rather than your 
particular one, Mr. President, and we are 
not going to lick it. 

Mr. President, that is my preoccupa
tion. I do not want to leave my kids the 
legacy of permanent inflation, and we 
are threatened with that now. 
e Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, I op
pose the amendment offered by the dis
tinguished manager of the bill to reduce 
funds for assisted housing. During con
sideration of the HUD authorizing legis
lation 2 weeks ago, the Senate reduced 
the 300,000 assisted housing units recom
mended by the Committee on Banking, 
Housing and Urban Affairs to 265,000 
units. Today we are asked to cut hous
ing even more; we are asked to reduce 
funding for the 265,000 units approved 
by the Committee on Appropriations. If 
we make this reduction, we ignore both 
sound economics and the housing needs 
of disadvantaged Americans. 

Not even the 326,000 units we have 
funded for the current :fiscal year can 
satisfy the housing needs of the poor. 
Though the amendment now before the 
Senate is offered in the name of com
bating inflation, cuts in housing are false 
savings which ignore long-term implica
tions for the economy. We cannot damp
en inflation in the housing market by 
restricting housing supply. The only 
long-term solution to inflation is to as
sure adequate supply. The housing dol-
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lars we spend today w111 boost supply, 
save money in the long run and provide 
useful, productive jobs for those who 
might otherwise be jobless. We cannot 
afford to deny these long-term economies 
to the Nation any more than we can af
ford to deny decent housing to the disad
vantaged. 

Mr. President, I urge my colleagues to 
reject the amendment.• 
• Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the Proxmire amend
ment. 

I fully realize and commend the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin for 
his desire to combat inftation and keep 
excessive spending under control. 

Yet, as much as I applaud the Senator, 
and his efforts, I feel a drastic mistake 
would be made in any further cuts to the 
section 8 program. It is important for 
the Senate not to lose focus of its objec
tives, of its responsibilities; and, by 
considering this amendment, we are do
ing just that. 

We must not lose focus of our goal 
of 600,000 units of annual assisted hous
ing production, established by the 1968 
Congress. We must realize that over the 
course of a decade this figure has been 
cut by one-third, to the 400,000 units the 
administration had requested for fiscal 
year 1979. And finally, we must not allow 
any further reduction in the now dan
gerously low level requested by the ad
ministration. 

The amendment before us would mean 
an additional reduction from the admin
istration's figure. This reduction will not 
reduce inftation, but will only add to the 
increasing burden we are placing on our 
poor and elderly. For it is they who are 
affected the most by cuts in assisted 
housing. 

I can safely say it is not the interest 
of this Senate to use its power in any way 
detrimental to the poor and elderly of 
this country. Yet, this is exactly what 
this amendment would do. Our Nation's 
vacancy rate is now less than 5 percent, 
the lowest figure in the 24 years that the 
data has been kept. The net annual loss 
of rental units is 2 percent; 20,000 
thousand units were lost last year. These 
facts coupled with the administration's 
low level of units, the lowest in 10 years, 
and 400,000 units short of what the 
Library of Congress estimates to be our 
annual low income housing requirements 
for the next 10 years, puts our lower in
come citizens in a bind that is both un
fair and un-American. 

The poor of our country have suffered 
enough. We must prevent further suffer
ing. There are 5.4 million low income 
persons living in substandard housing; 
12.9 are paying excessive rent; 3.5 million 
people in this country are paying 50 per
cent, and I repeat, 50 percent of their 
income for rent. 

The elderly are facing similar hard
ships. While they account for only one
ninth of our population, they constitute 
one-third of those HUD says are in need 
of assisted housing. Assisted housing is 
a necessity for these people. New Jer
sey, the State Division on Aging, Depart
ment of Community Affairs, shows in 
1978 that there were 35,561 applicanLs on 
waiting lists for subsidized housing. This 

represents an increase of 4,833 since the 
previous study in 1975, while there was 
only a 3,423 increase in available units. 
Thus, the longer waiting lists and the 
decreased availability of assisted hous
ing are having a double disaster effect on 
our elderly. 

This trend of legislation is also cata
strophic for multifamily housing. Again 
in the States of New Jersey the State 
Housing Finance Agency has 5,000 to 
6,000 units of multi-family housing in the 
pipeline, ready to go. Yet, these units can 
not be constructed because New Jersey 
received only 2,000 units from this year's 
level of 366,000 units. Cuts, already made 
this year, could reduce our allocation to 
1,500 units. 

It is our duty to justly represent the 
poor and elderly, those whose voice so 
often lacks the strength it needs. High 
mortgage rates, low vacancy rates, and 
historically low levels of assisted housing 
are forcing these groups into substandard 
housing. It is time we open the door we 
are now closing on this program. It is 
time we get our priorities straight and 
start assuring these people of safe, decent 
housing, but it is not time to make fur
ther cuts in a program which so directly 
aids those who need aid the most. 

I strongly urge the defeat of this 
amendment.• 
• Mr. ROTH, Mr. President, I support 
Senator PROXMIRE's amendment to de
crease appropriations for assisted hous
ing programs. This reduction allows ap
propriations for the assisted housing 
programs to met their first budget reso
lution targets. 

Assisted housing programs involve 
tremendous funding and are among the 
fastest growing Federal programs. It is 
staggering to read that without a single 
additional housing unit added beyond 
1980, the Federal Government is com
mitted to pay out approximately $231 
billion for subsidized housing assistance 
over the next 40 years. The Congres
sional Budget Office estimates that the 
direct subsidy costs for one unit of sec
tion 8 new construction under 30 year 
commitments vary from $161,000 to 
$343,000. 

We must stop committing ourselves 
to an ever increasing debt for housing 
without the assurance that housing pro
grams are conducted in the most effi.
cient and least costly manner. This 
amendment will force more wise and ef
ficient spending, and it will encourage 
the use of less costly existing housing 
units, rather than new units, wherever 
possible. This decrease in funds should 
not jeopardize the availability of hous
ing for the needy but should encourage 
a better allocation of resources. 

I am concerned for the housing needs 
of the disadvantaged. However, no citi
zen can afford the inefficient use of tax
payers' dollars. Inflation is hurting the 
American people, particularly the poor, 
and Government deficit spending is 
largely responsible for our high rate of 
inflation. We must try to retard inflation 
by reducing Federal spending to help all 
our citizens, especially the poor. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
adopt this amendment. In the time of 
budget austerity such cuts are neces
sary.• 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Maryland is ready to yield 
back the remainder of his time, I am 
ready to yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin. 
The yeas and nays have been ordered 
and and the clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. STENNIS <after having voted in 
the affirmative>. Mr. President, on this 
vote, I have a pair with the Senator from 
Louisiana <Mr. LONG). If he were present 
and voting, he would vote nay. I had al
ready voted "yea." Therefore, I with
draw my vote. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), 
the Senator from Alabama <Mr. HEF
LIN), the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
HuDDLESTON), the Senator from Hawaii 
<Mr. INOUYE), the Senator from Louisi
ana <Mr. LONG), and the Senator from 
Maryland <Mr. SARBANES) are necessarily 
absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARM
STRONG), the Senator from Oklahoma 
<Mr. BELLMON), the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. PRESSLER), and the Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND) 
aro necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from South Carolina 
(Mr. THURMOND) would vote "yea." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators present desiring to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 36, 
nays 52, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 231 Leg.) 
YEAS-36 

Bentsen 
Bo3chwitz 
Bumpers 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cannon 
Chiles 
Church 
DeConcini 
E.wn 
Garn 
Glenn 
Eatch · 

Helms 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Kassebaum 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
McClure 
Morgan 
Musk.ie 
Nelson 
Nunn 

NAYS-52 
Eaker Ford 
Baucus Go lJwater 
Bayh Gravel 
Biden Hart 
Boren Hatfield 
Bradley Hayakawa 
Burdick Heinz 
B yrd, Robert C. Jackson 
Cha!fee Javits 
Cochran Kennedy 
Cohen Leahy 
Cranston Levin 
Culver Magnuson 
Danforth Ma th:as 
Dole Matsunaga 
Domenici McGovern 
Durenberger Melcher 
Durkin Metzenbaum 

Percy 
Proxmire 
Roth 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stone 
Tower 
WarUJer 
Young 
Zorlnsky 

Moynihan 
Packwood 
Pell 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Riegle 
Sa.<Sser 
Schwelker 
Stevens 
StJevenson 
Talmadge 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Weicker 
Williams 
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PRESENT AND GIVING A LIVE PAIR, 
AS PREVIOUSLY RECORDED-! 

Stennis, for. 

Armstrong 
Bellman 
Eagleton 
Heflin 

NOT VOTING-11 
H•.1ddleston 
Inouye 
Long 
Pressler 

Sarbanes 
Stewart 
Thurmond 

So Mr. PROXMIRE'S amendment (UP 
No. 462) was rejected. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator from California is recognized. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, with
out losing my right to the fioor, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Maine (Mr. MUSKIE). 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 463 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment and I ask for its immedi
ate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MoRGAN). The amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
foJ.lows: 

The Senator from Maine (Mr. MusKIE) 
proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 463: 

On page 14, line 9; beginning with the 
wor ..1 "Provided" strike out all the language 
through line 14. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, this is 
not a money amendment and it should 
not take much time. 

Mr. President, during full committee 
markup of H.R. 4394, Senator BELLMON 
offered language to amend the construc
tion grant r:ortion of the appropriation 
to the Environmental Protection Agency. 
Senator BELLMON's language was ac
cepted by the fU1l committee and ap
r:ears in the bill in italics on page 14, 
lines 9-14. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that that language be printed in the 
RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 
$1,500,000,000, to remain available until ex
pended: Provided, That none of of the funds 
provided under this Act shall be used to en
force any regulation issued under the con
struction grants program which has the effect 
of retroactively applying project require
ments or conditions not in effect at the time 
the grant !or a project is awarded. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, what 
Senator BELLMON is concerned about is 
that after a grant is approved and the 
project underway, under construction, of
ten EPA imposes new requirements that 
slow down the project, add to costs, and 
create problems especially for small 
towns. 

The language as continued in the bill 
created some problems. So, at Senator 
BELLMON's request, I contacted EPA, with 
Senator BELLMON's agreement, and I re
ceived a letter from EPA proposing that, 
administratively, if construction begins 
within 6 months after a grant is ap
proved, no additional requirements can 
be added. 

I have discussed this matter with Sen-

ator BELLMON, and he is satisfied with 
EPA's commitment as expressed in the 
letter from Administrator Costle. There
fore, at my request, Senator BELLMON has 
agreed to withdraw the language he of
fered in committee. I have further as
sured Senator BELLMON that the Subcom
mittee on Environmental Pollution will 
review this problem when the Federal 
Water Pollution Control Act is next re
authorized. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the letter from EPA and Sena
tor BELLMON's approval of the arrange
ment be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. . 

There being no objection, the materral 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

U.S. ENVmONMENTAL 
PROTECTION AGENCY, 

washington, D.C., July 26, 1979. 
Hon. EDMUNDS. MusKIE, 
Subcommittee on Environmental Pollution, 

Committee on Environment and Public 
Works, u.s. Senate, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: The Senate Appro
priations Committee, in the HUD-Independ
ent Agencies Appropriations Bill !or FY 1980 
(H.R. 4394), included a. provision which 
would retroactively apply project require
ments or conditions not in effect at the time 
the grant assistance for a project is awarded. 
This prohibition could create severe confu
sion and disruption in the grants program 
and we believe that there is an administra
tive solution to the problem which would 
avoid a. legislative change. 

The purpose of the prohibition, as I under
stand it, is to avoid imposing new require
ments which would delay projects that are 
quite far along in the process. The AgencY. 
agrees that delays of this kind must be 
avoided if the pollution control goals of the 
Clean Water Act are to be achieved. We have 
tried to conform with a. similar policy for 
some time in the grants program. Our ex
perience, however, is that on occasion a. seri
ous problem arises which requires immedi
ate attention in all projects in the planning 
stage. We currently have over 6700 projects 
in planning and design. A restriction of our 
ability to change the course of this planning 
could affect adversely several blllion dollars 
of new construction. 

It is also possible that our policy on ad
vanced treatment could be affected by the 
amendment. We required, in program guid
ance issued in 1978 and 1979, an intensive 
review of all grants projects involving treat
ment more stringent than secondary to en
sure that the treatment level would result 
in substantial water quality improvement. 
This review resulted from growing concerns 
within EPA and restrictions placed on the 
Agency's FY 1979 funds by the Appropria
tions Committee. We feel it has already re
sulted in considerable savings to the 
communities. 

In order to deal with the problem admin
istratively, I will instruct the program that 
no new requirements are to be applied to a. 
project with Step 3 grant assistance where 
construction is underway or likely to be 
underway within six months of the grant 
award. This approach would give commu
nities an assurance that they can complete 
e.rrangements to finance the local share of 
their projects and move expeditiously 
through building, local contracting and 
construction without fear of costly delays 
from new requirements. 

Sincerely yours, 
BARBARA BLUM, 

(For Douglas M. Costle, Administrator). 

STATEMENT BY SENATOR BELLMON 

It is of great concern to me that the con
struction of sewage waste treatment sys-

terns to clean up the nation's waters are 
being delayed because of retroa.cti ve 
changes in plans and design. The bureau
crats have a. poor track record in not recog
nizing the problems of small communities 
in complying with the same requirements 
as cities with much more time and 
expertise. 

Mr. Muskle, the Chairman of the Environ
mental Pollution Subcommittee of the Sen
ate Committee on Environment and Public 
Works, has been reassuring in stating that 
his committee will, during the next author
ization of the Federal Water Pollution Con
trol Act, take steps to correct this problem. 
The Administrator of the Environmental 
Protection Agency has taken positive action 
by his directive to the agency that no retro
active design changes will be applicable to 
the construction grant phase as long as 
construction is underway within six months 
of the date of the grant award. 

The recommendation by Mr. Muskie to 
delete the language inserted into the HUD
Independent Agencies Appropriations bill 
and Mr. Castle's action is reassuring and 
acceptable to me. Along with others, I will 
continue to monitor this problem and will 
recommend further action if that appears 
necessary. I thank my colleague, the distin
guished Senator from Maine, for his atten
tion to this matter. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I also as
sured Senator BELLMON that if the 6-
month period proves with experience to 
be too short, we would look at it again; 
and when we come to a reauthorization 
of the Water Quality Act, we will look at 
it again at that time. 

The whole idea is to help problems 
move forward, avoid the redtape that 
frustrates small communities especially, 
and get the job done without adding to 
costs and slowing down the program. 

I think Senator BELLMoN's objective 
was a sound one and we seem to have 
agreed on a formula that deals with 
the problem effectively. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MUSKIE. Yes. 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, Ire

call very vividly that when Senator BELL
MON raised this point in the Appropria
tions Committee I specifically asked if he 
had discussed it with the Senator from 
Maine. He said that he had not had a 
chance to do that but that he would. 

I am sure, as the Senator from Maine 
has said, that this arrangement will meet 
the objectives of Senator BELLMON. 

I understand he has agreed to the with
drawal of his language, which is exactly 
what the amendment of the Senator from 
Maine would accomplish. 

So I am happy to accept the amend
ment. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, there is 
no objection on our side to it. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question is 
on agreeing to the amendment of the 
Senator from Maine. 

The amendment <UP No. 463) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to and I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 386 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I call 
up amendment No. 386 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from California (Mr. CRAN·· 
STON) , for himself and Messrs. RANDOLPH, 
DURKIN, MATSUNAGA, and THURMOND, pro
poses an amendment numbered 386. 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 29, line 4, strike out " $5,671,119-

000" and insert in lieu thereof "$5,696,215,-
000". 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, this 
amendment, cosponsored by Veterans' 
Affairs Committee members, Senators 
TALMADGE, RANDOLPH, STONE, DuRKIN, 
MATSUNAGA, and THURMOND, and also by 
Benators McGOVERN, PRESSLER and HEINZ, 
would add $25,096,000 to the Veterans' 
Administration medical care account. 

Mr. President, we are proposing this 
amendment to add sufficient funds to 
cover the fiscal year 1980 costs of imple
menting the Veterans' Health Care 
Amendment of 1979-Public Law 96-22-
which was signed by the President on 
June 13, 1979. This new law, effective 
October 1, 1979, establishes new pro
grams of readjustment counseling for 
Vietnam-Era veterans and preventive 
health-care services for certain veterans 
with service-connected disabilities, ex
pands the VA's alcohol and drug treat
ment program, and makes certain other 
improvements in the VA health-care 
system. The VA, in its fiscal year 1980 
budget documents and testimony before 
the Committee on Veterans' Affairs, in
dicated that 346 additional full-time 
equivalent employees-FTEE's-would be 
required in fiscal year 1980 for the new 
readjustment counseling program. alone 
and would be requested when the author
izing legislation was enacted. The need 
for these additional personnel and the 
administration's intention to request 
funding specifically for them were con
firmed in a June 15, 1979, letter from the 
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs to me, 
which was reprinted at page S~"/815 of the 
June 18, 1979, daily edition of the 
RECORD. 

In a July 19, 1979, letter from Mr. 
John P. White, Deputy Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, to 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon
sin and very able chairman of the ap
propriations subcommittee on HUn
Independent agencies <Mr. PROXMIRE). 
OMB reiterated the administration's in
tention to submit a budget amendment 
very shortly and stated that "the $25,
ooo,ooo for the Health Care Amendments 
Act includes funding for an additional 
346 FTEE's." 

Mr. President, the Appropriations 
Committee, is its consideration of H.R. 
4394 added $76,380,000 to the President's 

budget request for the VA's medical care 
account. I had recommended the addi
tion of that amount; and it is the same 
amount that was added in the House
passed version of this legislation. How
ever, in adopting this add -on to the VA 
medical care account, it clearly appears, 
from the committee's report, that the 
Appropriations Committee intended, as 
had the House of Representatives, that 
the $76.4 million add-on be used for an 
additional 3,800 FrEE's The Senate Ap
propriations Committee has found, as 
the House Veterans' Affairs and Appro
priations Committees had found, that 
these additional employees are needed
personnel cuts already made in the VA 
health-care system so as to restore per
sonnel cuts imposed by the administra
tion in fiscal year 1979. 

I emphasize that they are to restore 
personnel cuts already made in the VA 
medical care system. I applaud the ac
tion by the Appropriations Committee in 
adding these funds because the VA 
health-care system is suffering from 
serious program reductions that were 
brought on by the administration's re
fusal to utilize a $55 million add-on to 
the medical care account appropriated 
by the Congress last year for additional 
personnel. 

Neither Appropriations Committee re
port, however, evidences any intention 
to provide for the additional personnel 
and other costs needed to implement 
public Law 96-22. This is due largely to 
the administration's inexplicable failure 
to submit, in time for the Senate Appro
priations Committee markup of H.R. 
4394. A budget amendment for the fiscal 
year 1980 costs of carrying out the ex
tremely important programs established 
by this new public law. 

Mr. President, if funds to implement 
Public Law 96-22 are not included in 
H.R. 4394 when it is enacted, the VA 
will face a Hobson's choice with respect 
to carrying out the programs provided 
for the new law. Either it must violate 
the authorizing law and delay those pro
grams-including the already far-too
long delayed readjustment counseling 
program for Vietnam-era veterans far 
too many of whom badly need this long 
overdue readjustment assistance-until 
a supplemental appropriations bill is 
enacted, which is not likely to occur until 
late in fiscal year 1980; or it must, in 
contravention of the clear congressional 
intent expressed in the reports of the 
Appropriations Committees of both 
Houses, propose to divert resources ap
propriated for other purposes in order to 
carry out these programs. 

Therefor~. Mr. President, we are pro
posing this amendment to add an addi
tional $25.1 million to the VA's medical 
care account for the specific purpose of 
funding 450 additional FTEE's and other 
related costs that we believe are neces
sary to begin ilnplementation of the Vet-
erans' Health Oare Amendments of 1979. 
This amount is approximately the same 
amount that OMB indicated in its let
ter to Senator PROXMIRE is needed to 
implement Public Law 96-22. 

The figure we are proposing, although 
approximately the same as the adminis
tration will apparently request, is to be 

allocated somewhat differently. We have 
included $3,092,000 in funding for the 
preventive health-care program, includ
ing 104 FTEE's-the amount initially 
proposed by the V A-and have reduced 
the dental care add-on from $5,888,000 
to $2,796,000 in view of the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee's express intent, in add
ing the new dental care eligibilities for 
totally disabled service-connected vet
erans and ex-POW's, that this care be 
provided largely by realining the re
sponsibilities of existing in-House dental 
staff and making minimal expenditures 
for fee care. We propose this $3.1 million 
reduction to the amount suggested by 
the administration as necessary to fund 
dental treatment for newly eligible vet
erans, because we believe that the ad
ministration's cost analysis of imple
menting this program is in error in two 
ways: 

First, the number of individuals the 
administration believes will seek treat
ment next year under this new .author
ity-19,840 out of 122,770 veterans with 
total service-connected disabilities and 
8,000 out of 100,000 former POW's-ap
pears to be unrealistically low; and, sec
ond, the administration's estimate is 
based on an assumption that all new 
eligibles would be treated on ra contract 
fee basis, a result clearly at odds with 
our committee's intent. Thus, the amount 
we are proposing would not result in 
holding the new beneficiaries to such an 
unrealistically low estimate of those who 
would take advantage of their new eligi
bility so long as the provision of the 
necessary care is accomplished in accord 
with the recent amendments to sections 
601 and 612 of title 38 made by Public 
Law 96-22 which are designed to reduce 
greatly the extent of dental care pro
vided on a contract fee basis. 

Under our assumptions, less than 10-
percent of the newly eligible veterans 
would be handled on a fee basis, and even 
this amount of fee basis care seems ex
cessive if the criteria governing provi
sion of contract fee care are properly 
applied. 

For all these reasons, Mr. President, 
and with this logic behind this approach, 
I strongly urge all my colleagues to sup
port the amendment. 

I am delighted to yield to the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, who is a staunch sup
porter of this effort. 

Mr. HEINZ. I thank the Senator from 
California, the author of the amend
ment. 

I compliment him on not only offering 
this amendment, which I wholeheartedly 
support, but also for having successfully 
brought about the enactment of abso
lutely vital health care legislation affect
ing the lives of millions of Vietnam-era 
veterans, who, as the Senator from Cali
fornia well knows, have been grievously 
ignored-not by the Senator from Cali
fornia but by this administration and 
others. 

The money for the appropriation that 
the Senator from California is proposing 
is absolutely necessary to implement the 
readjustment counseling program that 
the Senator was instrumental in bring
ing into being through his actions on the 
Veterans' Health Care Amendments of 
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1979, which we passed in this body sev
eral weeks ago, and which was subse
quently signed into law. 

I hope we will see rapid action by the 
administration in implementing this 
program. 

It has been some 5 or 6 years since all 
Americans left Vietnam. It is something 
of a tragedy, a great waste of human re
sources, that so many Vietnam-era vet
erans, so many men who fought in com
bat, who were stationed in Southeast 
Asia, have had to wait so long for the 
rather modest but significant help that 
the Senator from California has been 
able to provide through his actions as 
chairman of the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee. 

Because of the divisive national debate 
on the Vietnam war, Vietnam-era vet
erans have, in many cases, experienced 
substantial psychological and readjust
ment problems. Veterans returning from 
Southeast Asia came home either to be 
scorned for participating in a conflict 
some considered immoral or to be ignored 
and forgotten in our haste to put the war 
behind us. During hearings on the Vet
erans' Health Care Amendments of 1979, 
psychiatrists and other mental health 
experts testified before the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee that Vietnam-era vet
erans have suffered enormously because 
of society's indifference and open hos
tility to the sacrifices these men and 
women suffered during their military 
service. 

We have an unfulfilled obligation to 
these veterans, and I firmly believe that 
it is time that we act to meet that obliga
tion. It is time we extend to these vet
erans the assistance they need to over
come their readjustment problems. It is 
time that we take steps to enable them to 
lead a productive life. It is time that we 
help them restore their full capacity. 
reduced as a result of the psychological 
impact of their experiences in Southeast 
Asia, to make a contribution to our Na
tion. They already have made a profound 
contribution, but in giving of themselves, 
many of them have lost the ability to 
realize their potential. It is time to rem
edy that loss and to restore that ability. 

The Veterans' Health Care Amend
ments of 1979 correctly recognized the 
unique problems of Vietnam-era vet
erans. The legislation established a pro
gram of readjustment counseling for 
these veterans. Additionally, it provided 
for a pilot program for the treatment 
and rehabilitation of veterans with alco
hol and drug problems. Although the 
legislation, in my view, did not go far 
enough, it was unquestionably a step in 
the right direction. 

Thus, it is essential that the Senate 
appropriate the funds necessary to im
plement the programs authorized in the 
Veterans' Health Care Amendments of 
1979. This amendment accomplishes that 
result by adding $25.1 million to the 
appropriation for veterans' medical care. 
If the Senate does not adopt this amend
ment. there will simply be no funds to 
implement essential veterans' programs 
authorized by existing law. This amend
ment will enable us to move forward with 
programs which are needed and which 
are reasonable. 

CXXV--1328-Part 16 

So, Mr. President, I strongly support 
this initiative, and I ask unanmious con
sent that my name be added as a co
sponsor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I thank the Senator 
very much for his very gracious words 
about my efforts. I also thank him for 
his cooperation and his support, which 
can be very helpful, and for all he has 
done for veterans. 

Mr. HEINZ. I thank the Senator from 
California. He is most generous and kind 
and wise. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
think this is an excellent program. I am 
all for it, but I think we should fund it 
out of the funds that are already in the 
bill. I think we can do that. 

In its present form, I have to oppose 
the amendment by Senator CRANSTON. 
We are currently $76 million over the 
President's budget in medical care, and 
the amendment proposed would result 
in a total increase over the budget re
quest for medical care of $100 million 
and would put the bill itself $700 million 
over the budget resolution. 

However, I wonder if the senior Sen
ator from California would consider a 
compromise. As the Senator knows, the 
funds we added for medical care in com
mittee are for the purpose of increasing 
medical care staffing by 3,800 positions. 
As the Senator also knows, the admin
istration is committed to a 2,000-position 
increase but is highly unlikely to pro
vide the additional 1,800 positions. 
Would the Senator be willing to drop his 
amendment if he were able to get a com
mitment from the committee and the 
Senate that $25 million of the $76.4 mil
lion increase we have already approved 
is intended for the implementation of 
the Veterans' Health Care Amendments 
of 1979? 

In this way, we could achieve the in
crease the Senator seeks-achieve fund
ing for the program for which he has 
made an appropriate and eloquent plea-
and at the same time not increase the 
total in the bill, which is already over 
the President's budget request in this 
particular category. 

The administration is not going to 
spend this money, anyway, I say to the 
Senator from California, for 1,800 addi
tional personnel. So whv not use the 
amount currently in the bill for the pur
poses the Senator is asking? Would the 
Senator consider that? 

Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, let me 
say I fully understand the Senator's con
cern about the size of the budget. I 
share those concerns. I voted for an 
important amendment of his a little 
while ago that was designed to come to 
grips with one form of expenditure, reve
nue sharing to the States, that I think is 
not consistent with our efforts to move 
toward a balanced budget. And I am sure 
I will be with him on many other budget
cutting efforts. 

I share the Senator's concerns on this 
front, and I fully understand his concern 
about the increase already provided by 
his committee to the VA medical care 
account and about any expansion at this 
point. However, I really cannot accept 

the proposed compromise, and let me 
spell out very briefly why I cannot. 

Both the House Appropriations Com
mittee and the Senate Appropriations 
Committee have found that there is a 
need for 3,800 additional FrEE's to pro
vide necessary staffing for the VA health
care system. I want to emphasize both 
the House and Senate Appropriations 
Committees have reached that conclu
sion. I do not believe that it is appropri
ate to fund the various programs au
thorized by the Veterans' Health Care 
Amendments of 1979 at the expense of 
personnel needs, as so clearly identified 
by the two committees, in other sections 
of the VA health-care system. Such an 
approach would exacerbate an already 
unacceptable situation in the VA's pro
vision of medical care, and I just cannot 
agree to that kind of a result. 

Moreover, I cannot agree with the 
Senator's suggestion that the adminis
tration is unlikely to provide the addi
tional 1,800 positions. To the contrary, 
it is my understanding that, if Congress 
makes a decision, clearly and unambig
uously stated, to provide additional 
funding for VA medical care staff, the 
administration will abide by that de
cision and provide the positions. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on that point? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Last year we did 

e~actly that. We said we wanted more 
personnel and we made it clear that we 
were adding money for that specific 
purpose, but the administration simply 
refused to add the personnel. They used 
it for a pay raise. They did not use it for 
additional personnel. So we have the ex
perience that maybe the faith of the 
Senator from California which in his 
judgment is awfully good, but on the 
basis of the record it is clear when they 
say they do not want to add more than 
2,000 people that they are not going to. 
And, therefore, we can use this money for 
the very constructive purpose the Sena
tor is proposing. 

Mr. CRANSTON. It is true that they 
may not want to add them; but I am 
convinced, based upon my discussions, 
that the Administration will add the 
staff, if Congress makes plain that it 
wishes to have them added. 

I 9.lso make the point that the Presi
dent in a budget amendment that will be 
forthcoming shortly will be covering the 
sums that I am proposing now be added, 
and the only reason they are not in the 
bill is the failure of the administration 
to come up with a budget amendment 
in time for it to be considered in the Ap
propriations Committee's processes. 

So I 9.m not able to accept the Sena
tor's proposed compromise, and I urge 
that we adopt this amendment and that 
the additional $25.1 million specifically 
to fund the provisions of Public Law 96-
22 be earmarked in that way. 

I point out that this morning our com
mittee ordered reported the GI billlegis
htion with a net cost savings. So we are 
trying to be prudent and to recognize the 
need for savings wherever appropriate 
savings can be found. 

Included in the bill we reported this 
morning, are provisions to prevent abuse 
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and misuse of certain GI Bill programs 
with a cost saving of $31 million. 

I have engaged, recently on the floor 
on ~mother bill, in strenuous efforts that 
we made--successfully to some degree
to make other cuts were appropriate. 
But in this case I feel that we need the 
3,800 additional personnel to insure 
quality care by restoring staffing cuts 
that were unwisely made and to insure 
that we have the personnel to carry out a 
law that has recently been enacted by 
Congress, that the administration sup
ports, the funding for which it supports, 
and a program that is desperately needed 
by those veterans who have not yet been 
able to readjust after their Vietnam ex
perience. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, what 
I wish to do when the Senator completes 
his presentation and all time is yielded 
back is to offer an amendment to the 
Senator's amendment which would 
achieve what I have been arguing we 
should do so that instead of adding $25 
million it would say on page 29 line 5 
"including not less than $25 million for 
the implementation of Public Law 96-
22," which would accomplish exactly 
what the Senator wants, put it right 
into the bill and achieve all this without 
an additional $25 million being appro
priated. 

Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President. will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CRANSTON. I yield. 
Mr. SCHMITT. Mr. President, I hope 

that the distinguished Senator from 
Wisconsin will not offer that amendment. 

I think that the Appropriations Com
mittee was quite explicit in its support 
for the $76.4 million for the particular 
purpose that we voted and considered 
and not in the least because of the elo
quent letters and statements that the 
Senator from California made in sup
port of that addition to budget. 

I am afraid that if we earmark $25 
million out of that $76.4 million we are 
going to complicate matters, not only 
on the issue of health care for veterans 
but also with our colleagues from the 
other body. So I hope that the Senator 
from Wisconsin will allow the Senator 
from California to have an up and down 
vote on his proposal to add things on. 
I am not saying how I will vote on that, 
but I think it would be better to do it 
that way than to try to earmark and 
complicate the process of the conference 
and also the process of just implementing 
the Appropriations Committee's position. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I say that I welcome 
the statement by the distinguished Sen
ator from New Mexico very much. I shall 
just read one paragraph from the report 
of the Committee on Apprcpriations that 
is relevant to this discussion: 

The Committee agrees with the House that 
an additional $76,380,000 above the budget 
request is needed to provide sufficient health 
care personnel for the V A's medical care 
activitiet>. The action of the Committee will 
result in an additional 3,800 health care per
sonnel (staff-years) during fiscal year 1980. 
The Committee shares the concern expressed 
by the House regarding the Administration's 
decision not to release any of the 2,375 staff
years added above the budget in 1IScal year 
1979. The Committee also notes that the fiscal 
year 1980 request proposes a. further reduc-

tion in health care personnel. Additionally, 
the VA proposes reprograming staff-years 
from existing facilities in both 1979 and 1980. 
The Committee has included funds to re
store these reductions and urges the Admin
istration to release sufficient employment 
ce111ngs to make use of the increased staff
years provided in this bill. 

So unless my amendment is adopted 
either this approach, endorsed by the Ap
propriations Committee in its report 
calling for 3,800 additional health care 
personnel, will be cut into and not met, 
or we will not have personnel to carry out 
the purpose of the readjustment counsel
ing provisions of the other bill that neeas 
implementation. 

The only reason we do not have that in 
this bill, I am absolutely convinced, is the 
failure of the administration to come up 
with a budget amendment in time. So we 
are now seeking to remedy that defi
ciency in the actions of the administra
tion. 

Mr. President, in closing I would like 
to take this opportunity to note some 
other provisions in H.R. 4394 that differ 
from the House-passed provisions which 
I believe are very beneficial to the VA 
and which I urge the Senate conferees 
to defend very vigorously. The Appro
priations Committee included funds in 
the V A's general operating expenses ac
count to provide for an additional 30 
FTEE's for the VA's Office of General 
Counsel to enable the General Counsel 
to establish a pilot program at 10 sta
tions under which VA attorneys would 
manage files involving overdue debts to 
the Veterans' Administration, including 
litigating such cases in local courts. I be
lieve there are many problems associated 
with the collection of overdue debts to 
Federal Government agencies and I be
lieve that an appropriate pilot effort 
could provide significant information not 
only to the VA but to other agencies as 
well and therefore believe these positions 
should be added. 

Mr. President, the Appropriations 
Committee also included funds for an 
additional 30 positions for the staff of 
the V A's Inspector General. I am a 
strong advocate of the new inspectors 
general in the Federal Government and 
believe Mr. Reynolds has made an ex
cellent start at the VA. I support this 
effort to provide additional staff and will 
continue to monitor closely the staffing 
needs of the VA Inspector General's 
Office to determine if its staffing is ade
quate. 

Finally, Mr. President, the Appropria
tions Committee differed from the House 
by providing for a more gradual phase
out of the vet rep program. I applaud 
the foresight this represents. I recognize 
that a reduction in the staffing of this 
program seems indicated as GI bill en
rollments decline, but I believe that the 
Senate committee's proposed more 
gradual phase-down is by far the more 
appropriate course and urge the con
ferees to insist on that position in con
ference. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of my July 17 letter 
to the distinguished floor manager, con
taining recommendations for funding 
to which the pending measure is, I am 

delighted to say, very responsive, be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

The letter follows: 
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS' AFFAIRS, 

Washington, D.C., July 17, 1979. 
Hon. WILLIAM PROXMIRE, 
Charirman, Subcommittee on BUD-Inde

pendent Agencies, Committee on Appro
priations, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR BILL: I am writing to provide you 
with my recommendations on fiscal year 1980 
appropriations for the Veterans' Adminis
tration. As you know, I greatly appreciate 
the close cooperation between our commit
tees in pursuing our common goal of better 
serving the Nation's 30 mi111on veterans. 

With respect to fiscal year 1980, I strongly 
support the add-ons to the VA budget re
quest for the various VA accounts as passed 
by the House on June 27 in H.R. '4394, and 
would like to stress in particular the great 
need for the $76.4 million added by the House 
over the President's request for the medical 
care account. This added funding is critical 
to the VA's ability to provide quality health
care services. As you know, the Administra
tion required that $98.3 mi111on of the 
amount provided in fiscal year 19'79 appro
priations for the VA's medical care account be 
diverted to pay for part of the costs to the 
VA of the October 1978 pay raise. The result
ing reductions in personnel and other sup
port for VA health-care programs, together 
with other administrative restrictions that 
were placed on these programs, have seri
ously impaired the VA's ab111ty to meet the 
needs of our Nation's service-connected dis
abled, needy, and elderly veterans. 

The House increase is intended by the 
House Appropriations Committee to be used 
for "an additional 3,800 health care person
nel (staff years)" (H. Rept. No. 96-249, page 
48). As I indicated during the June 18 de
bate on S. 1039, I believe that not less than 
2,000 full-time equivalent employees 
(FTEE's) in addition to those provided !or in 
the President's budget request are critically 
needed. In fact, the Administra-tion con
firmed the need for these additional employ
ees in Administrator of Veterans' Affairs Max 
Cleland's June 15, 1979, letter to me (copy 
enclosed). 

In addition, I urge that additional med
ical care account funds be provided for stati 
to implement Public Law 96-22, the Vet
erans' Health Care Amendments of 1979, 
signed by the President on June 13, 1979, 
which establishes new programs of read
justment counseling for Vietnam-era vet
erans and preventive health-care services 
for veterans with service-connected disabili
ties, expands the V A's alcohol and drug treat
ment program, and makes certain other 
improvements in the VA health-care system. 

The VA, in its fiscal year 1980 budget 
documents and testimony before our Com
mittee, indicated that 346 additional FTEE's 
would be required in fiscal year 1980 for the 
new readjustment counseling program alone 
and that the Office of Management and 
Budget had previously approved adding that 
number of FTEE's !or this purpose when 
the legislation is (as it has been) enacted.t 
Based on those representations and the state
ments in Administrator Cleland's June 15 
letter making clear that staffing to imple
ment this legislation should be in addition 
to the other 2,000 FTEE's mentioned above, 
I expect the Administration to submit a 
budget amendment for those 346 FTEE's 
and other additional staff needed to carry 
out the other provisions of Public Law 96-22. 

To assure effective implementation of this 
legislation without any adverse impact on 
existing programs, I strongly urge that the 
necessary funding be included in the reg
ular appropriations for fiscal year 1980. 

The additional medical care funds added 
by the House over and above the amounts 
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needed for 2,000 FTEE's plus those needed 
for implementation of Public Law 96-22, 
are-in light of the reductions imposed dur
ing fiscal ye-ar 1979 and the very austere 
nature of the Administration budget request 
for fiscal year 198{}.-badly needed and 
should be provided for either additional 
employees or other program expenses that 
the VA may consider even more important 
to its ability to provide quality care. 

With respect to the VA's medical and 
prosthetic research account, I believe that 
the modest $5 mUllan increase approved by 
the House-over the fiscal year 1979 ap
propriations level and the President's 
"straight-line" request-is fully warranted 
for the VA's extremely valuable, successful 
health-care research program. I believe that 
thi<s add-on is especially justified in light of 
the clear frustration of Congressional in
tent last year in adding $10.2 mill1on to 
the fiscal year 1979 research appropriation. 
Despite the clear Congressional intent to 
provide for the enrichment of VA health-care 
research through this increase and vigorous 
protests on my part, the Office of Manage
ment and Budget directed that $4.2 mlllion 
of that increase be used to pay for October 
1978 pay raise costs and placed restraints 
on the manner in which the remaining $6 
m1llion could be used. 

Thus, in order to provide, belatedly, for 
at least part of the progmm enrichment for 
VA health-care research that the Congress 
intended to provide for in fiscal year 1979, 
I fully support the House-passed level of ap
propriations tor this account. 

In one respect-the grants for construction 
of State extended~re !ac1lities account-! 
recommend an increase over the House
passed level. The Congress appropnated $10 
m1llion for this account for fiscal year 1979; 
and both Houses have passed legislation, in 
H.R. 3892, authorizing wppropriations of $15 
million for fiscal year 1980. However, the 
President has requested and the House has 
approved appropriations of only $5 mllllon 
for fiscal year 1980. I see no justification for 
such a reduction for this proven and cost
effective means of providing extended care 
tor the substantial and growing numbers of 
eligible elderly veterans for whom the VA has 
insufficient capacity in its own extended
care fac1lities. In fact, the VA has assured 
the Veterans' Affairs Committee that ap
plications in hand and expected from States 
wllling to provide the 35-percent matching 
funds required wlll far exceed $10 m1llion in 
fiscal year 1980. I, therefore, strongly urge 
a continuation of the $10 mllllon level for 
fiscal year 1980. 

With respect to the general operating ex
penses account, I fully sut>port the Presi
dent's request and recommend additional 
sums sufficient to enable the VA to initiate 
activity to pursue the collection of debts 
in amounts less than $600. 

Thank you very much, Bill, for your in
terest and attention. I'd be happy to discuss 
these matters with you further, 1f you so 
desire. 

Warm personal regards, 
Cordially, 

ALAN CRANSTON, 
Chairman. 

OFFICE OF THE ADMINISTRATOR 
OF VETERANS' AFFAms 

Washington, D.C., June 15, i979. 
Hon. ALAN CRANSTON 
Chairman, Committee' on Veterans' Affairs 

Washington, D.C. ' 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: I am pleased to ad
vise you that the Director of the Office of 
Management and Budget, by authority or 

1 The Congressional Budget Office esti
mated that enactment or PL. 96-22 would 
require $37.2 m1llion in budget authority 
in fiscal year 1980. 

the President, has approved my request for 
submission of a budget amendment for fis
cal year 1980 to add an additional 2,000 full
time-equivalent-employees (FTEE's) for the 
Veterans' Administration's medical care ac
count, subject to the enactment of certain 
cost-savings legislation which I will outline 
later. It is understood that this 2,000 staff
ing increment wlll be over and above the 
356 additional FTEE's contemplated in the 
President's budget in connection with the 
enactment of S. 7. 

The Director has likewise agreed, again 
subject to the enactment of the cost-savings 
legislation, to my request that this statnng 
add-on would be annualized 1n fiscal year 
1981 for the purpose of maintaining the 
existing program level and that staffing 
needed for such new activations as may be 
proposed later would be considered sepa
rately from this employment base. 

The request for additional staffing, how
ever, is expressly contingent upon the enact
ment of the cost-savings provisions initially 
proposed by the Administration as they are 
inclmled as part of S. 1039 as reported (and 
proposed to be further modified in your 
floor amendment) regarding beneficiary 
travel reimbursement, nonprescription drugs, 
medicines, and supplies, and dental bene
fits pertain!:lg to the care of veterans 
without compensable service-connected 
disab111ties. 

We therefore strongly support the pro
visions in sections 201 (a), 203, 204, and 207 
of S. 1039 as reported and with the modi
fications which we have developed together 
to be presented when the blll is considered 
on the Senate floor. 

Enactment o! these provisions wm free up 
resources to make possible additional VA 
medical fac111ty staffing to assure a more 
adequate level of health care services for our 
Nation's veterans. The Administration is 
committed to a comprehensive budgeting 
effort to reassess existing programs in light 
o! changing circumstances and economic 
constraints. 

We appreciate your cooperation in work
ing closely with us to develop this com
promise which we believe will apply avail
able resources in the most effective manner 
to strengthen the VA health care program. 

Sincerely, 
MAX CLELAND, 

Administrator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
on the amendment has expired. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, and ask 
unanimous consent that time be taken 
equally out of both sides on the bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. In this 
situation the quorum call is not charged. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The assistant legislative clerk pro

ceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 464 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

The Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PRox
MIR.E) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 464. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President I ask 
unanimous consent that further r~ding 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 29, line 5, following the word 

"reimbursements" insert the following: "in
cluding not less than $25,000,000 tor this 
implementation of Public Law 96-22.'' 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I have already ex
plained the purposes of the amendment. 
I discussed this approach a moment ago. 
All this amendment would do would be 
to achieve the purposes that the Senator 
from california has argued so well for 
along with the Senator from Maryland 
and other Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would advise the Senator from 
Wisconsin that the amendment is not in 
order and that it does not address a 
pending amendment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk proceed-
ed to call the roll. ' 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 465 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask that 
it bo considered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PRox
MmE) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 465. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 29, line 4, strike out "$5,671,119,-

000" and insert in lieu thereof "5,671,119,000, 
including not less that $25,000,000 for the 
implementation of Public Law 96-22." 

Mr. PROXMIRE. As I started to ex
plain earlier, what this amendment does 
is to keep the money amount at the same 
level it was at before. It does not add $25 
million. It provides, in effect, that the 
money provided for the hiring of an ad
ditional 1,800 personnel, which the ad
ministration has indicated they will not 
hire, would be used for the purposes 
the Senator from California has just de
scribed. 

Mr. President, in view of the discus
sion we have had, I do not think it is 
necessary to have a long debate on this 
amendment. I am ready to yield back my 
time and have a vote on it. In the event, 
which may develop, that I lose on this 
substitution, then we can have a voice 
vote on the amendment of the Senator 
from California. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I am ready to yield 
back time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back my time 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all 
time yielded back? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator ask for the yeas and nays? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. No. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin. 
<Putting the question.) 

The amendment was rejected. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question now recurs on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Cali
fornia. <Putting the question.) 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if 
there are no further amendments, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum, and I ask 
that it be taken out of the time of 
neither side. I think there are other 
amendments Senators want to offer, but 
they are not on the fioor at the moment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JA VITS. I ask unanimous con
sent that the order for the quorum call 
be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UP AMENDMENT NO . 466 

(Purpose: To reinstate ellgibllity of State
assisted section 236 projects for flexible 
subsidies) 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, on behalf 
of myself and Senators MOYNIHAN, MA
THIAS, WILLIAMS, TSONGAS, RIEGLE, BAR
BANES, BRADLEY, KENNEDY, and LEVIN, I 
send an amendment to the desk and ask 
that it be reported. 

The PRESIDING .OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from New York (Mr. JAVITS), 
for himself and others, proposes an unprint
ed amendment numbered 466 : 

On page 5, llne 15, after the word "proj
ects". insert "assisted,". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would inquire of the Senator from 
New York if this is the amendment on 
which he desires 1 hour. 

Mr. JAVITS. It is. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator is recognized. 
Mr. JA VITS. I yield myself 5 minutes. 
Mr. President, this amendment raises 

the issue as to whether uninsured but 
assisted housing projects which exist un
der section 236, which are in 12 States, 
shall be entitled to participate in this 
aggregate relief fund for those that have 
trouble in terms of operation. 

The authorizing statute of which this 
appropriation is the implementation per
mits exactly such assistance, but it has 
been omitted from the appropriations 
bills, and it is that which we are seeking 
to restore. That is the essence of our 
problem. 

Mr. President, we do not feel, all of us, 
that this is equitable, that is, that the 

authorizing legislation has admitted the 
projects, which are essentially State 
projects, some of them insured by States, 
others assisted so they can be called 
State projects generically-we do not be
lieve that ft is fair, having been qualified 
under the authorizing legislation, for 
them to be barred from the appropriat
ing legislation. 

Let me emphasize that there is no ad
ditional money involved. All we ask is to 
be qualified so that we, too, in our re
spective States may seek this kind of 
assistance. 

I respectfully submit that any third 
and fourth party arguments really 
should not be considered relevant. The 
fact is that the direct claims on this 
fund will not in any way increase the 
funding. There may be more claimants, 
but, again, it remains within the discre
tion of those administering the law to 
decide among various claimants. All we 
seek is to be eligible. 

The States which have this kind of 
situations are Connecticut, illinois, 
Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Mich
igan, Minnesota, New Jersey, New York, 
Pennsylvania, Virginia, and Wisconsin. 

Mr. President, I think that one thing 
is clear in this particular matter be
yond all others, and that is that we 
are seeking to develop housing with all 
kinds of assistance that we can; and the 
section 236 program has had a beneficial 
effect in reaching out for more units 
than would otherwise have been pos
sible under it, because it has encouraged 
States to come along with their own 
programs, and it is a fairly appreciable 
operation. 

The fact is that there are now about 
500,000, in round figures, section 236 
projects. Of these projects, roughly 20 
percent, or roughly 100,000-the exact 
count is allegedly 115,000-would quali
fy to seek some kind of help from the 
fund, and about 40 percent of those, to
wit something like 40,000, are projects 
which, if this amendment were adopted, 
would be eligible to seek that kind of 
assistance. 

Mr. President, the reason that this 
section 236 interest subsidy program 
was set up was exactly as I said: To have 
more governmental entities brought in 
to encourage, develop, and assist hous
ing, and specifically to encourage State 
housing finance agencies to provide 
financing: so Congress allowed subsidies 
to the State-financed projects that were 
not F"'.dA-insured. Yet this appropria
tion seeks to confine the benefits of this 
particular section: notwithstanding the 
mandate of the authorizing legislation, 
this appropriation bill seeks to confine it 
only to the FHA-insured projects. 

We believe that by recognizing what 
the authorizing legislation provided, the 
intent and purpose of the Congress in 
section 236 may be better attained, be
cause it expands the availability of 
housing. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Senator's time has expired. 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield myself 3 addi-
tional minutes, Mr. President. 

It extends the availability of housing 
for low- and moderate-income persons 
without bearing the risk of loss, which is 

passed on to the State if the project 
fails. 

Mr. President, last year, in 1978, the 
housing authorization legislation created 
a new program for operating assistance 
to these troubled projects. It was only 
after extensive negotiations that the 
Housing and Urban Development De
partment agreed to support inclusion of 
State-assisted projects if participation 
were delayed until fiscal 1980 while data 
were collected and the extent of the need 
determined. 

I agreed to this proposal, as did 
my colleagues from New York (Mr. 
MOYNIHAN), Senator WILLIAMS of New 
Jersey, Senator HEINZ of Pennsylvania, 
and then Senator BROOKE of Massachu
setts, who joined me in offering an 
amendment to that effect, and the Sen
ate concurred, as did the conferees. 
Earlier in this year, when the HUn
drafted reauthorization legislation was 
introduced, HUD had proposed deletion 
of the provision for State assisted project 
participation. Both the authorizing com
mittees opposed the HUD proposal and 
supported inclusion, and we were upheld 
in both Houses of the Congress. 

Now, if we do not uphold this agree
ment now, the people who w1ll suffer will 
be the tenants because they, like tenants 
in the Federal projects, face escalating 
operating costs exactly the same way, 
and if the noninsured are not included in 
the flexible subsidy program the tenants 
will be faced with exceedingly high rents 
while similarly situated tenants in ex
actly the same kind of insured units will 
get relief, which they desperately need 
just like our constituents in the State 
projects need, too. 

So, Mr. President, I strongly urge the 
Senate to make good on what our pur
pose and intent was in the authorizing 
legislation, pointing out again that it in 
no way increases the amount of money. 
It simply makes fair the participation 
which has already been assured by the 
authorizing legislation, but which is de
feated and frustrated by this provision 
in the appropriations bill. 

I am pleased to report that the Na
tional Governors Association and the 
Council of State Housing Agencies sup
port our amendment, and I deeply feel 
that the adoption of this amendment 
would insure that the agreement orig
inally made that come 1980 these projects 
of the States will be treated like the 
Federal projects will be kept if this 
amendment is carried as I hope the Sen
ate will carry it. 

Mr. President, I yield such time as he 
may desire to my colleague, Senator 
MOYNlliAN. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I 
thank my distinguished senior colleague 
for giving me this moment to join with 
him on behalf of myself and a number of 
colleagues. 

Mr. President, I am alarmed that a 
wedge is being driven between the Fed
eral Government and the States in our 
efforts to meet the Nation's housing 
needs. I think that more, not less, effort 
should be made to foster cooperation 
between the two government levels, that 
the States should be encouraged, not 
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discouraged, to continue and exPand 
their role in providing housing. 

Over the last 10 years more than half 
a million units of section 236 housing 
for low- and moderate-income people 
have been built nationwide. Over 100,000 
of these units were constructed under a 
Federal fir.ancing scheme which the 
States were encouraged through the late 
1960's and early 1970's to use, whereby 
a State would become the principal 
financial supporter of a project while 
the Federal Government provided the 
much needed additional assistance of an 
interest subsidy. Such substential State 
participation in addressing the national 
housing goal has been, I think, a dis
tinct asset to the national attempt to 
provide housing. 

The precipitous rise in inflation since 
1974 has hurt all the 236 projects, 
whether strictly Federal <FHA insured> 
or State assisted. Operating costs have 
risen so sharply that the increased rents 
needed to pay for them have often 
reached beyond the means of the ten
ants. An increasing number of both 
FHA-insured and State-assisted proj
ects have been faced with default and 
foreclosure. Foreseeing this eventuality, 
the Congress in 1974 created an operat
ing subsidy program intended to assist 
projects unable to meet the unexpected 
cost increases. 

This assistance was redesigned in 1978 
into a 2-year flexible subsidy program, 
under which State-assisted projects 
were to be eligible for assistance in fiscal 
year 198.0. <The wholly Federal projects 
were eligible as of fiscal year 1979.) 

Now we rmdertake the fiscal year 1980 
HUD appropriations bill only to find that 
the House Appropriations Committee, 
after both the House and Senate au
thorizing committees emphasized the 
need for maintaining eligibility in State
assisted projects, has 'acted to exclude 
these projects from any chance for the 
operating assistance. 

It must be kept in mind that all sec
tion 236 projects were built under the 
same Federal program and were intended 
to meet the needs of the same group of 
tenants, that inflation has been quite 
impartial in affecting the projects, and 
that operating assistance is needed by 
both FHA-insured and State-assisted 
projects and has in fact been available 
to both for years. 

Suddenly to exclude section 236 proj
ects built under one of the two financ
ing mechanisms available for them in 
the National Housing Act will result in 
cutting off 20 percent of the Nation's 
total projects and leaving them to face a 
national inflation problem alone. Of 
course States ought also to assist these 
projects wherever they can. No one dis
putes that. But the Section 236 program 
has been a national effort in which-let 
us be thankful for it--many States have 
Played an important part. We have insti
tuted a national operating assistance 
program for section 236 projects· let us 
keep it open for use where the ~eed is 
greatest, regardless of the auspices under 
which a project was constructed. 

Our policy should be to ward off fore
closure. wherever we can, as it is far less 
expens1ve to maintain existing housing 

than to build replacements after fore
closure. This much is common sense. 

I suggest it is also wise to support a 
policy that encourages States to partici
pate vigorously in meeting the Nation's 
housing needs, and to oppose one that 
would discourage their activity by man
dating the Federal Government's with
drawal from cooperative efforts when 
problems arise. Federal policy is respon
sible for the decision of many States to 
share in the national program to con
struct and operate subsidized housing. 
To deny those State efforts the troubled 
projects subsidy that has been until now 
available for all the 236 projects is to 
discourage future State participation 
and State initiative, and to hasten the 
day when ony the Federal Government 
involves itself with important human 
needs. 

There is a further argument to be 
made, that we are faced here with a 
question of equity. This appropriations 
bill before us would write into law a sit
uation where a family in one 236 build
ing is charged significantly different 
rental payments from a family of the 
same size and financial means living in 
an otherwise identical 236 building 
across the street. 

Why the difference? It is not because 
one building has better management, or 
is better able to meet increased operat
ing costs, or would benefit more from the 
limited assistance that is available. The 
two families will pay greaty differing 
rents-indeed, the one family may be 
pushed to the edge of insolven :y-only 
because one happened to move into a 
building financed under subsection (j) 
of section 236, while the other family 
moved into a subsection (b) building. 

Mr. President, this is indefensible. It 
is undoubtedly the case that we are short 
of funds, and must allow HUD the dis
cretion to put what funds we have where 
they would be the most effective. But to 
exclude by policy a group of some 100,000 
units of housing from any consideration 
for operating assistance-this is 
indefensible. 

We must adhere to policies that 
en:-ourage State participation in our 
national housing program, and that do 
not mandate glaring inequities for indi
viduals living in the housing we are able 
to provide. I strongly urge my colleagues 
to support our efforts today to amend 
this bill in order to protect one such 
policy. 

Mr. President, we will not detain the 
Senate overly long in this matter. There 
,was one point not made by the senior 
Senator from New York that I wish to 
make, which is that he was the author 
of the amendment in 1968, which made 
possible the participation of States in the 
236 program, and that it was part of a 
longstanding commitment of my senior 
colleague to enable State governments 
to do those things they can do as well or 
better as the Federal Government but 
for which they need certain resources 
which the Federal Government can pro
vide by such simple measures as the one 
Senator JAVITS made possible in 1968. 

Early today we heard from the Senator 
from Maryland, the distinguished co
manager of this legislation, about the 

importance of revenue sharing as a prin
ciple of federalism, the effort to take an 
overloaded national Government and put 
at the State level functions that the 
States are entirely capable of performing 
and do perform. Under this program 
which Senator JAVITS made possible, they 
have performed, and a portion of those 
projects are having the same difiiculties 
which the Federal projects are having. 
But for some bizarre reason the omce of 
Management and Budget has chosen to 
cast them aside at this moment, a very 
poor precedent for Federal-State part
nerships in anything, a precedent which 
the U.S. Senate si1ould reject-and re
ject, perhaps, with an element of censure 
of those who undertook it. 

In good faith the State governments 
took the opportunity proposed to them 
by the Federal Government; now they 
are told they made a mistake. If it is our 
object to see that nothing is done in this 
country except by the Federal Govern
ment and at Federal expense, this bill as 
written is an excellent precedent for 
sending out that signal. 

It was precisely to send the opposite 
message that Senator JAVITS rose on the 
floor of the U.S. Senate 11 years ago 
and commenced this sensible, modest, 
and constructive program. 

Mr. President, I cannot imagine but 
that the Senate would wish to keep faith 
with the States that took the Federal 
Government at its word and took the ini
tiative to do on their own things which 
they are perfectly capable of doing with 
moderate assistance. 

I do not know that more need be said 
in such a case of obvious equity, except
ing once again to thank my revered 
senior colleague for his L'1itiative in the 
first instance and for his vigilance in 
this one. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. JAVITS. I yield such time as the 
Senator may desire. 

Mr. WnLIAMS. I wlll not take long, 
Mr. President, because I believe that 
everything that could be said to indicate 
the equities here has been said. 

I would like to associate myself with 
the remarks of my distinguished col
league from New York. I support this 
amendment and believe that it 1s simply 
a matter of equity and consistency to in
clude State-financed section 236 projects 
as well as HUD-insured projects in the 
flexible subsidy program. 

It was, after all, the Federal Govern
ment which encouraged States to pro
duce section 236 units, and then relied 
and depended upon these same States 
to implement these projects. The Con
gress itself deemed that fairness required 
the eligibility of State financed 236 proj
ects for these very reasons in the Hous
ing and Community Development 
Amendments of 1978. 

Thus, with the concurrence, and, in
deed, the combined backing of the ad
ministration and the Congress, at that 
time, State Agencies began working with 
HUD in January of this year to bring 
about the implementation of this pro
gram. Denial, now, of this assistance to 
handle costs beyond the control of State 
housing finance agencies would jeopard-
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ize the good faith reliance upon which 
these programs have been implemented. 
It would set a bad precedent. 

The tenants of these St81te-uninsured 
236 projects are, after all, of the same 
low-income level as in the BUD-insured 
projects. The income qualifications are 
identical. The :flexible subsidy program 
was meant to be a means of maintaining 
housing opportunities for low- and mod
erate-income persons. If that is the case, 
how can we possibly deny or discrimi
nate against those living in State
financed projects? 

In my State of New Jersey, for in
stance, 63 percent of all the section 236 
units authorized have been uninsured, 
State-financed. In very great measure, 
the New Jersey State Housing Finance 
Agency had alleviated a considerable 
burden from the Federal Government's 
shoulders in sponsoring these projects. 
My State had acted to further HUD's 
goals, and has acted in good faith. With
out passage of this amendment, we will 
meet my State's good will and trust un
fairly. We will surely jeopardize the fu
tures of the tenants living in the 11,984 
uninsured State-financed units in my 
State. 

As a matter of equity, I hope my col
leagues will join me in supporting this 
amendment. Let me emphasize that this 
amendment w111 add no money, only 
eligibility. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, un
fortunately, I must resist this amend
ment. The distinguished senior Senator 
from New York said that it would not 
cost any money. No, not yet, but just 
wait. 

Mr. President, the committee has rec
ommended limiting the troubled projects 
operating subsidy program to multifam
ily housing projects insured only under 
the Federal Housing Agency. We recog
nize that many of these State projects 
are viable and well managed. We also 
know that some are not. That is the 
principal reason we have taken this ac
tion. While many of these State projects 
were developed with Federal-State in
volvement, the important point is that 
the States were responsible for the 
underwriting of the projects and they 
alone have the sole responsibility for 
overseeing and controlling project man
agement and operations. 

The only Federal obligation to these 
projects was its commitment to make 
interest reduction payments. 

While the Federal Government is 
doing that, and will continue to do it 
for the balance of the contracts, we 
ought to keep in mind that what the 
troubled projects operating subsidy pro
gram is designed to do is to restore 
financial soundness to a project in or
der to protect the Federal Government 
from potential claims if a federally-in
sured project should fail to meet its 
mortgage payments. The key to the ef
fectiveness of the :flexible subsidy is the 
control over improvements in the man
agement of projects. The Federal Gov
ernment in insured projects has a direct 
relationship with the owners. It moni
tors operating expenses. It approves rent 
increases and disbursements from re
serve funds. Therefore, it knows at first 

hand the operating details of the proj
ect. And it can determine the need for 
additional subsidy, if any exists. 

How about State projects? The prob
lem with State projects is that no such 
relationship exists between the Federal 
Government and the States. The whole 
purpose of the troubled projects oper
ating subsidy is to upgrade the manage
ment of these projects in exchange for 
a Federal subsidy. How can we upgrade 
the management of the State projects 
when we have no control over that man
agement, when that is a State responsi
bility? 

With regard to State financed proj
ects, if we make this subsidy available 
to them, the Federal Government has 
no control, no say, over the ultimate 
management improvements which may 
be required in those projects. 

The Senator from New York says 
opening the program will require no 
more money but it will produce more 
claimants. But there obviously will be 
more pressure to provide more money 
under those circumstances, or what hap
pens? In the 12 States which are eligible 
under the proposed language, some State 
projects will get benefits, but that means 
projects in the 38 other States will 
be hurt. They will have less of an 
opportunity. 

The essential difference is, as I say, 
that we do not have control over the 
State projects and we do over the Fed
eral projects, which the bill would cover 
and which the administration's budget 
request will cover. 

<Mr. BAUCUS assumed the chair.) 
Mr. JAVITS. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. In just a minute, I 

shall yield. 
Mr. President, if the States want to, 

they have ways to assist projects fi
nanced by State agencies, either directly 
by providing rental subsidies to tenants 
or indirectly by providing relief through 
tax abatements or mortgage modifica
tions. 

But again, the point is that the States 
have direct management control over 
these projects. The Federal Government 
does not--and thus, it has no way to in
sure that these :flexible subsidies are be
ing used in the way the program was 
designed. 

It is true that the authorizing commit
tee, of which I am chairman, did provide 
that State troubled projects could be 
funded. But the fact, the important 
point, is that we 8/re in the middle of a 
terrible battle to control inflation. The 
President took a long, hard look at the 
1980 budget. He had to make some 
choices on how we are going to spend 
Federal dollars. One of those choices was 
that we would not use this program
troubled projects operating subsidies-to 
assist uninsured State projects. 

The President had to make some 
choices. Not everything that he or other 
members of this administration or the 
last administration indicated we may 
fund one day. Not everyone of those 
things can be funded. By opening this 
program UP to State projects, we are 
committing ourselves and the American 
taxpayer-just as surely as I stand here 
today-to a permanent new operating 

subsidy program-that in the case of 
State projects may have nothing to do 
with how they are managed. What we 
are trying to do here is simply to say
wait a minute-let us not make that 
commitment at this time. 

We have to draw the line somewhere. 
I propose that we do it here. If we do not, 
we are going to commit ourselves to an 
additional $10 or $15 or $20 or $30 mU
lion of Federal subsidies, or, on the other 
hand, we are going to have a situation 
where FHA-insured projects simply do 
not get the share they are entitled to get. 

Now I yield to the distinguished Sena
tor from New York. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, the Sena
tor does not deny at all that when this 
was authorized, the intention was that 
it should be implemented by appropria
tion? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. That is true. 
Mr. JAVITS. He does not deny it? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I do not deny that. 

When we authorize programs, we put a 
ceiling on the authorization. The distin
guished chairman of the Appropriations 
Committee has told us many times that 
there is no way we can fund the full im
plementation of all these programs. If 
we did, we would not have a $500 billion 
budget but a $1 trillion budget right now. 

Mr. JAVITS. I think the Senator 
knows me well enough to know that I do 
not argue in the air; I am going to get 
toapotnt. 

The point I am trying to make is that 
I think we may have a basis for fairness, 
because this is a generic exclusion. This 
is not a matter of having authorized $100 
and appropriating $65. It is a generic ex
clusion. They are all excluded. That is 
what is troublesome. 

When we debated originally, in July of 
1978, this very amendment, I s9.id the 
following about it because, remember, all 
we are doing is authorizing. We are not 
compelling the housing people to give 
this assistance to State projects. We are 
allowing them to try to qualify. When 
almost this argument W9.s made at the 
same time-by the Senator from Wis
consin, by the way-this is what I said. 
This is at page S11264 of the RECORD: 

The amendment is conditioned upon the 
fact that within the discretion of HUD the 
owner or mortgagee of such State-backed 
projects should show their good faith by a 
contribution satisfactory to HUD. This assist
ance could take the form of the provision 
of various services, forbearance on delin
quencies, tax considerations, rental sub
sidles, or capital contributions. 

That was written in as the intention 
of the provision. 

By the way, maybe the Senator would 
like to have a look at it. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I think that is fine 
as long as it does not include an operat
ing subsidy. We have no objection. 

Mr. JAVITS. I know that, but what I 
am getting to is the fact that, sometimes, 
it is necessary, in order to baU out some 
of these projects. to put a deal together 
in which the Federal Government, even 
if it took a very small part, would facili
tate the continuance of a project. 

I understand the Senator's objection. 
I do not agree with it, but I understand 
it. What I am trying to get at is whether 
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or not, at the very le9.st, it might not be 
fair to implement that particular op
portunity so that if the administrators 
have the right to write the ticket for 
what is expected of the owner and the 
mortgagee, at least the door would be 
opened-perhaps-to be of some assist
ance, however marginal it might be, 
which would make it possible to preserve 
a project otherwise not preservable. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. That might be pos
sible. The Senator is suggesting a modi
fication of his amendment. 

Mr. JAVITS. That is right. Senator 
MoYNIHAN has such a modification. I 
have gone over it and, as I listened to the 
Senator, it struck me that might be the 
basis of his objection; because then, if 
a State project came in for this kind of 
help, it would be subject to the condi
tions and the controls and the stipula
tions which the housing authorities 
would m9.ke. So I respectfully suggest 
that the Senator might, as he and I have 
done these things before right on the 
:floor, look at that and see if that is not 
worthy of being considered and accom
plished. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am still not clear 
as to the import of this modification. 

Mr. JAVITS. Could we take a minute 
if I got unanimous consent to have a 
quorum? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Let us have a little 
discussion first; then I think a quorum 
might be '3JPpropriate before we decide 
what to do with this proposal. 

First, I should like the Senator to indi
cate why a state project, where the state 
has all of the authority and responsibdl
ity for management and oversight, 
should get assistance from a limited fund 
when, obviously, it is not possible to help 
all of the Federal projects that need 
assistance. 

Mr. JA VITS. For two reasons. One, be
cause the authorizing legislation says so 
and it is the business of the authorizing 
conunittees to determine what shall be 
the policy of the United States. They 
have specified the policy of the United 
states. 

Second, because the purpose of 236 was 
to get more housing and the States 
stepped into that breach-12 of them
and did give us more housing. 

Third, the protection which the Fed
eral Government needs against imJX)Sii
tion is built into that concept which I 
have just described, so that, if it con
siders something worthy of some 
assistance, it can make that marginal 
difference. 

The 'Senator may remember that I wa.s 
the author of a great project called the 
ADELA investment, which was designed 
to encourage greater investments in de
velopment in countries which we were 
helping through a marginal investment. 
Often, they invested as little as 3 percent 
sometimes as much as 20 percent, ~ 
order to get something going. to get it 
underway, to be the initiator of an effort 
which otherwise would not have haJP
pened. That is the same concept- and it 
is not mine. I credit Senator MoYNniAN 
with it fully. It is so relevant to the argu
ment which the Senator made that I 
propose it as a way which would be fair 
to us because of the original intention of 

the COngress as expressed in the author
izing legislation, often at no real risk to 
either the other projects or to the ad
ministrator of the law. 

He would have complete discretion. I 
have read the amendment carefully. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I think the Senator's 
proposal is something we might be able 
to consider and discuss during quorum 
call, but I would say I am very troubled. 
The Senate has just voted to maintain 
what I think is a very high level of 
revenue sharing. The States are in ex
cellent fiscal shape compared to the 
Federal Government. The Governor of 
New York, in his inaugural address, said 
that Federal officials should rome to New 
York to see that their government is not 
a growth industry and learn how to hold 
down spending. Then he comes to us and 
says, "We want you to spend an addi
tional $7 billion in revenue sharing to 
help out New York." 

Mr. JAVITS. I say to Senator PROX
MIRE, nobody knows about New York bet
ter than he. He does not need an educa
tion on that one. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The point is tlhat the 
Federal Oovernmen t is providing as the 
Senator from New York knows vecy well, 
tremendous support for housing, includ
ing the section 236 program, which is a 
strictly federally funded program. 

For that reason, I do have consider
able reluctance. 

But, Mr. President, I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum so that we may discuss 
this, and I ask unanimous consent that 
the time not be taken out of either side 
on the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. JA VITS. I ask unanimous consent 

that the order for the quorum call be 
rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Withowt 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I withdraw 
my amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment offered by the 
.senior Senator from New York is with
drawn. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 467 
(Purpose: To assist State-assisted troubled 

projects) 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk an unprinted amendment on 
behalf of Senator JAVITS and myself, and 
I ask that the same cosponsors on the 
previous amendment be made cosponsors 
on this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from New York (Mr. MoYNI

HAN), for himself and Messrs. JAVITS, MA
THIAS, WILLIAMS, TSONGAS, RIEGLE, SARBANES, 
BRADLEY, KENNEDY, a.nd LEVIN, proposes e.n 
unprtnrted amendment numbered 467. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 5, line 21, before the periOd insert 

": Provided, That assistance payments to an 
owner of a. multifa.mily housing project as
sisted, but not insured, under the National 
Housing Act may be made if the project 
owner a.nd the mortgagee have provided or 
agreed to provide assistance to the project in 

a. manner as determined by the Secretary of 
Housing a.nd Urban Development". 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. Mr. President, this 
is a more modest and nonbinding meas
ure to accomplish the purpose of the 
amendment of my senior colleague. 

It will give the Secretary of HUD the 
opportunity to negotiate with and to set 
terms under which Federal assistance to 
troubled projects that are State financed 
under this Federal program would be 
possible. 

It is my understanding that the dis
tinguished managers of the legislation 
see the equity in it and are willing to 
accept this matter, for which we cer
tainly accept their graciousness. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, this 
is, I think, a much more moderate ap
proach. It is a permissive approach. 

Mr MOYNIHAN. It is. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. It is not mandatory, 

as the Senator already pointed out. It 
does not require action by the Federal 
Government, but it does permit them to 
help in the event we have a catastrophic 
situation. 

I cannot resist pointing out, however, 
that the two great Senators from New 
York are about as skilled at getting ac
tion out of the Federal Government as 
any two Senators I have ever seen. 

Once again, they have been triumph
ant. I congratulate them. 

Mr. JA VITS. That is why we get such 
huge salaries. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, it seems 
to me this compromise does reach what 
is one of the very important purposes of 
this whole program, and that is to pro
vide some incentive for the States to get 
into the business. 

If a State administrator were to ob
serve that he had a project which was 
beyond all help from this source, it would 
be a very discouraging prospect. It would 
be a disincentive to having the States 
carry some of this housing load . 

So, at least, we have kept the door 
open. We have kept hope alive. I hope, as 
a result of this discussion in the Senate 
today, those who administer the program 
would understand that it is the purpose 
of the Senate that we should provide 
some equity between the projects feder
ally sponsored and those State spon
sored, because the people who live in 
them are very much the same people, 
and the burden should not fall unequally 
between them. 
• Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, the 
flexible subsidy program should be made 
available to all projects developed under 
the Federal 236 program, be they insured 
or uninsured. With this view in mind, I 
support the amendment to include 
State-financed uninsured 236 projects in 
the :flexible subsidy program. 

The flexible subsidy program, formerly 
called the troubled projects program, 
was authorized as a part of the Housing 
and Conununity Development Amend-
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ments of 1978. This program addresses 
deferred maintenance problems and op
erating deficits in multi-family housing 
projects under the HUD 236 program. As 
initially proposed, 236 projects financed 
by State agencies without Federal in
surance were not included in the pro
gram. The program was originally 
limited only to federally insured 236 
projects. During the deliberations on the 
1978 housing bill, it was pointed out that 
there were no essential differences be
tween the uninsured <State) and insured 
<HUD) projects except for the insurance 
factor. All 236 projects are designed for 
low and moderate-income persons, and 
the same basic contract procedures 
apply. As part of this agreement ac
cepted by the Conference Committee on 
the Housing and Community Develop
ment Amendments of 1978, Congress de
cided to fund the insured projects only 
in fiscal year 1979, and to allow the 
State agency-financed uninsured proj
ects to qualify beginning in fiscal year 
1980. 

S. 1149, the Housing and Community 
Development Amendments of 1979, 
passed by the Senate 2 weeks ago, also 
amrms the right of State-financed unin
sured projects to be included in the pro
gram for fiscal year 1980. This position 
is identical with the House-passed ver
sion of the Housing and Community 
Development Amendments of 1979. 

It was largely through the efforts of 
State agencies that the 236 program was 
begun more than 10 years ago. As the 
Congress fashions a program to assist 
projects developed under the 236 pro
gram, we should not make artificial dis
tinctions between those which are in
sured or uninsured. Those who have 
made a good-fait.h effort to make the 
236 program work should not be denied 
assistance when it is made available. 

The New Jersey Housing Finance 
Agency has produced almost 12,000 units 
housing approximately 30,000 tenants 
under the 236 program. All of these units 
have been uninsured. The flexible sub
sidy program aims to help projects de
veloped under the 236 program. If we are 
excluding a majority of the units devel
oped under the 236 program, we cannot 
be devising a sound basis for the distribu
tion of flexible subsidy assistance. Yet, 
this is precisely what we are doing in 
New Jersey's case. 

I support the amendment to include 
State-financed uninsured 236 projects in 
the flexible subsidy program. Without 
this amendment, the Congress will be 
unfairly discriminating against thou
sands of 236 tenants across the Nation. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sen
ator from New York. 

The amendment <UP No. 467) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. MOYNIHAN. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENT NO. 385 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I have 
a printed amendment at the desk, No. 
385, and I ask for its consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. rrpe 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from West Virginia (Mr. RAN

DOLPH) , for himself and Messrs. CRANSTON, 
DURKIN, THURMOND, STAFFORD, HUMPHREY, 
and STONE, proposes an amendment num
bered 385. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 31, Une 11, strike "$5,000,000" and 

insert in lieu thereof "$10,000,000". 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that senators MAT
SUNAGA and SIMPSON be added as cospon
sors of this amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, these 
two additional cosponsors join myself 
and Senators CRANSTON, DuRKIN, THUR
MOND, STAFFORD, HUMPHREY, and STONE. 

Mr. President, I have· had the privilege 
of discussing this subject with the Sena
tor from Wisconsin, the chairman of the 
committee (Mr. PROXMIRE) . He told me 
that he would consider the amendment 
very carefully. 

We desire in the amendment to extend 
the matching grant program for con
struction of State extended care faci:lities 
by $5 million. 

Section 5033 <a> of title 38 authorizes 
appropriations for the program of 
matching grants of up to 65 percent of 
the costs to the States for the construc
tion of State home facilities for furnish
ing hospital, domiciliary, and nursing 
home care to veterans who are eligible to 
receive similar Veterans' Administration 
care. 

Congress appropriated $10 million for 
this account for fiscal year 1979. Earlier 
this year both Houses passed legislation, 
H.R. 3892, authorizing appropriations of 
$15 million for fiscal year 1980. However, 
the President requested $5 million for 
fiscal year 1980 and the House on June 27 
and the senate Appropriations Commit
tee on July 24 agreed to the President's 
request of $5 million. 

Mr. President, the administration posi
tion to cut the appropriation for the 
State home program directly contradicts 
the Veterans• Administration assertion 
that we need to expand existing facilities 
to accommodate the increasing number 
of elderly veterans who will need nursing 
home and domiciliary care. 'IIhe Veter
ans' Administration has said that pres
ent VA facilities are not adequate to cope 
with the special needs of today's elderly 
veterans in that the V A's 88 nursing 
homes are filled to capacity with exten
sive waiting lists for admittance. The 
state nursing homes and domiciliaries 
also are operating at near capacity, at 
almost 100 percent capacity. 

In testimony before the Veterans' 
Affairs Committee on April 10, 1979, the 
Veterans' Administration testified that 

there are approvable applications from 
17 States on hand willing to provide the 
35-percent matching funds required for 
participation in the program. These re
quests total $18,560,000 as of March 31, 
1979. The VA testified it would only be 
able to fund three states' requests if the 
proposed $5 million appropriation is ap
proved. During the next 12 months the 
VA expects 22 States to submit applica
tions totaling $29.2 million. 

The amendment I am proposing today 
would add $5 Inillion to the House
approved level placing the fiscal year 
1980 appropriation at the present fund
ing level, $10 million. 

Today's veterans population numbers 
30 million. A year ago the number was 
29,879,000. The increase is due to the 
fact that discharges from military serv
ice have been exceeding the number of 
deaths among veterans. The lower death 
rate, in turn, is a reflection of the in
creased life expectancy in the past few 
years. 

The largest group of living veterans are 
those who served in World Warn. These 
numbered 12,866,000 in November and 
their average age was just over 58 years. 
Only 653,000 veterans of World War I 
are still alive, with their average age 83. 

The number of veterans 65 years of 
age or over will grow from 2.2 million in 
1975 to 7.8 Inillion by the year 2000. 
Assuming we are able to avoid major 
armed conflicts in the remainder of this 
century, these 7.8 million veterans will 
constitute almost 60 percent of all 
veterans. 

These statistics justify a greater com
mitment to this program than the $5 
million that has been approved to date. 

It was my privilege to chair a Vet
erans' Affairs Committee field hearing in 
Beckley, W. Va., on January 11, 1978. 
At the hearing we focused on the great
est challenges facing the VA and the 
aging veteran. The Veterans' Affairs 
Committee has committed itself-as Sen
ator STAFFORD and others lmow-to the 
improvement of long-term care and the 
care of our elderly veterans. 

A recent National Academy of Science 
report found the quality of VA nursing 
home care-particularly in its own fa
cilities, and in community nursing 
homes with which it contracts--superior 
to the care provided in community nurs
ing homes generally. Specifically, it 
found the overall quality of care to be 
adequate or better in half the VA nurs
ing homes that it surveyed. 

Health, education, and welfare data 
shows that the need, by men, for nurs
ing home care increases from 0.06 per
cent before age 65, to 1.1 percent be
tween ages 65-74, 4.1 percent between 
ages 75-84, end 18.0 percent after age 
85. The need, by veterans, will increase 
throughout the remainder of this cen
tury and into the next. The VA has a 
large and growing program of long
term care. The State home program is a 
cost effective means of providing ex
tended care for the substantial and 
growing numbers of eligible veterans. 

Since enactment of legislation author
izing VA participation in the cost of 
constructing State nursing home care 
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facilities in August 1964, the VA has 
obligated funds in the amount of $68,-
303,597 to support construction of 5,403 
nursing home care beds. Tllis averages 
$12,642 for the VA's share of the cost 
of a bed, less than a third of what it 
would cost the VA to construct a similar 
facility. 

The American Legion, Disabled Amer
ican Veterans, and the Veterans of For
eign Wars support our amendment. 
Some might say that is natural, but 
these are the organizations that know 
the needs of the veterans. These are the 
organmations which, through their 
spokesmen, came before the Veterans' 
Committee and told us of these problems. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment to add $5 million to the 
committee approved level of $5 million 
for a fiscal year total of $10 million. In 
so doing, justice will be served. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
think we can act on this amendment 
one way or the other, up and down, very 
quickly. However, I do want to indicate 
why I must reluctantly oppose the 
amendment. 

I have great respect for the Senator 
from West Virginia, and I think he 
made a most eloquent plea for helping 
our veterans. We should do so whenever 
we can. 

We have to recognize, however, that 
this bill is already $95 million over the 
amount the President requested for the 
veterans. This will make a $100 million 
increase. The amendment would double 
the particular amount. It wQUld raise it 
from $5 million to $10 milllon. 

So I must resist the amendment, al
though, as I say, it certainly is for a 
superb purpose, and the Senator argues 
his case very well. 

I think we can all agree that the con
struction of State extended care facili
ties for our veterans is most important. 
However, the amendment would double 
the administration's budget request for 
this program at a time when we are fac
ing a $1.7 billion increase in the amount 
allocated to us by the first concurrent 
resolution on the budget. Furthermore, 
I understand the VA plans to submit a 
more generous budget for this program 
in fiscal year 1981. Finally, a reauthor
ization of this program is currently 
pending before the Congress. As we in
dicate in our report, the committee is 
prepared to re-evaluate the needs of the 
program after the pending legislation 
passes. Given all of these circumstances, 
I would hope that the Senator would not 
press his amendment, and that we could 
wait until we have an opportunity to 
reconsider it as a part of the 1981 
~d~~ . 

Mr. STAFFORD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from West Virginia yield 
me 1 minute? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, what 
is the time situation? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has 5 minutes remair..ing. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield the Senator 
from Vermont, a member of the Com
mittee on Veterans• Affairs, such time as 
he requires. 

Mr. STAFFORD. I appreciate the 
Senator's yielding to me. 

Mr. President, the Senator from 
Vermont is a coauthor of the pending 
amendment, and I had hoped that the 
managers of the bill might accept this 
amendment. 

I say to the distinguished manager on 
the majority side that I marched in his 
column twice this afternoon on very 
large amounts, and I regret. that we 
did not win. 

With respect to this very small 
amount, the Senator from Vermont 
thinks we are being pennywise and 
pound foolish if we do not make this 
extra $5 million available for the pur
poses intended. 

There is a State extended care facility 
for aged veterans in the State of Ver
mont, and our experience with it has 
been very good. Provision of living quar
ters and nursing care in this type of fa
cility, as the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia has pointed out, is much 
less expensive than doing it diTectly 
through the Veterans' Administration, 
with Veterans• Administration nursing 
homes. 

In this particular instance, I hope that, 
in view of the sum involved, in part, the 
manager of the bill might see fit to ac
cept the amendment. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I am 
ready to yield back the remainder of my 
time if the Senator from West Virginia 
is ready to yield back his time. We could 
then have a voice vote. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the careful attention given to 
this amendment by Senator PROXMIRE 
and Senator MATHIAS. 

I do not want to be one to stand here 
and say that if we do not do this, we are 
letting the veterans down. I do not want 
to do that. But I think the need for the 
kind of care that the amendment pro
poses for the veterans will help us in a 
continuing commitment for justice to 
the men and women who served in the 
armed forces of the United States, to 
keep our Nation free and safe from out
side interference. 

I am very grateful for the considera
tion of my colleagues and for the co
operation of Senator STAFFORD and 
others. 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
join the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), my col
league on the Veterans' Affairs Com
mittee, in the amendment to add $5 mil
lion to the amount approved by the 
Appropriations Committee in the BUD
independent agencies appropriation bill 
for fiscal year 1980 for grants for con
struction of State extended-care facil
ities. 

Mr. President, I realize that this 
amount is an increase over the $5 mil
lion amount requested by the adminis
tration and approved by the House of 
Representatives and recommended by 
the Senate Appropriations Committee 
for this account. However, I believe such 
an increase is necessary. The funds un
der this account are used to assist States 
to construct extended-care facilities 
which, once constructed, provide badlY 
needed facilities for a substantial and 
growing population of eligible elderly 
veterans. The funding of the construe-

tion of these State homes is on a match
ing fund basis with participating States 
paying 35 percent of the total costs. 

Mr. President, for fiscal year 1979, 
the Congress appropriated $10 million 
for this account. In this Congress, both 
Houses have passed legislation, in H.R. 
3892, authorizing appropriations of $15 
million for fiscal year 1980. I can see no 
justification for a reduction to only $5 
million for fiscal year 1980. This program 
is a proven and cost-effective means of 
providing extended-care facilities for 
our elderly veteran population. In fact, 
the VA has assured the Veterans' Af
fairs Committee that applications in 
hand and expected from States willing to 
provide the matching fur.ds will far ex
ceed even the $10 million level in fiscal 
year 1980. 

Mr. President, in my July 17 letter 
to the distinguished floor manager, I 
urged that this amou.."llt be appropriated. 
I regret that the committee did not 
agree. 

Therefore, Mr. President, I strongly 
urge my colleagues to support the 
amendment which the Senator from 
West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) and I are 
offering to add an additional $5 million 
to the account for grants for construc
tion of State extended-care facilities.• 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 468 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask the 
clerk to state it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
WILLIAMS) (for himself, Mr. DOMENICI, 
Mr. SARBANES, Mr. RIEGLE, Mr. KENNEOY, Mr. 
McGoVERN, Mr. RANDOLPH, Mr. STEWART, Mr. 
SCHMITI', Mr. CRANSTON, Mr. WEICKER, Mr. 
BAYH, Mr. TsoNGAS, Mr. HEINZ, and Mr. 
LEVI:-i) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 468: 

On · pege 3, line 18, strike out "$800,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof "$860,000,-
000". 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, this 
amendment is cosponsored by the dis
tinguished ra.nking minority member of 
the Committee on Aging <Mr. DoMEN
ICI) and 13 more of our colleagues. It 
will add to the fiscal 1980 loan fund for 
the section 202 elderly and handicapped 
housing program that amount of money 
which, according to the Congressional 
Budget Office, is necessary to reserve the 
same number of units in 1980 as we will 
in 1979. 

This is not an expansion of this pro
gram. It is, rather, a modest--7%-per
cent--increase in funding to counterbal
ance the effect of inflation 

This increase is less than the overall 
rate of inflation. 

This increase is less than inflation in 
housing construction costs. 

The $860 million loan figure which 
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we are proposing is less than the au
thorization level in both the bills that 
have been reported out, gone to the fioor, 
from the Senate Committee and the 
House Committee on Housing. The au
thorization bill is higher than this fig
ure that is in this appropriations amend
ment. 

It is, I reiterate, a modest increase 
over last year. But it is needed to stabi
lize production under the 202 program 
while Congress awaits the cost reduc
tion study and recommendations from 
HUD which were mandated by the 1979 
housing authorization bill. And it is also 
needed as a sign that Congress wants to 
draw the line against the year-by-year 
cutbacks which have been eating away 
at this program. 

I wish to briefly review the production 
record for my colleagues, for this REc
ORD, and for this debate. 

In 1976, the year in which Congress 
reactivated section 202, funds were pro
vided sufficient to reserve 29,857 units. 
This was close to the 30,000 annual unit 
level which had been envisioned by 
Congress. 

By 1978, actual reservations had 
dropped by one-third, to 19,973 units. 

The Congressional Budget Office esti
mates that the $800 million appropri
ated for flscal 1979 will reserve only 
18,800 units. Thus, in 4 years the program 

as already been cut back nearly 40 
percent. 

CBO informed the Banking Committee 
that, if we do not go beyond the $800 
million level, we can expect section 202 
reservations in 1980 to drop again, by 
nearly 10 percent, to 17,400 units. 

There is certainly nothing in the rec
ord of this program to justify this con
stant attrition, year by year, cutting it 
back. In fact, there is wide agreement 
that the 202 program may well be HUD's 
finest. The quality of the housing built 
is exceptional, and there have been vir
tually no sponsor defaults in its entire 
history. This exemplary record is largely 
due to the high degree of community 
participation which is guaranteed 
through the sponsorship of dedicated, 
expert, nonprofit service organizations. 

And the need of the elderly and the 
handicapped for decent, affordable, and 
appropriate shelter is certainly not de
clining. 

In the case of the elderly, we know 
that their numbers will steadily increase 
through the end of this century and into 
the next. We know that housing is the 
number one expense for older Americans, 
and that 5 million elderly have been 
identified by HUD as in need of housing 
assistance. We know that waiting lists for 
existing 202 projects range in length 
from 2 to 5 years around the Nation. And 
we know that older homeowners are in 
need of shelter alternatives as the cost of 
maintaining their homes goes up due to 
increased energy and maintenance costs, 
and as our supply of rental housing is 
reduced by abandonment and conver
sions to condominiums. 

This amendment will not meet all of 
the need that is out there. It will not get 
us back to the 30,000-unit level at which 
the program started. It will not even 

begin to move us toward the 120,00() an
nual unit level which was recommended 
by the 1971 White House Conference on 
Aging. But at least it will hold the line 
against further cutbacks. 

We may hear objections that this 
amendment will put the Housing appro
priations bill above the budget. It is my 
understanding-and I know that Sen
ator DoMENICI can with authority, add to 
this, as he was there-that the Budget 
Committee, during its markup, envi
sioned an $875 million funding level for 
section 202 housing. Further, the budget 
impact will be mitigated. First, none of 
this money will be laid out for several 
years-initial project costs, such as land 
acquisition and site preparation, are paid 
out of the revolving fund consisting of 
repayments on past 202 loans. Second, all 
of this money will be repaid to the Fed
eral Government, with interest equal to 
our cost of borrowing. 

We should also keep in mind that con
stantly declining levels of production dis
courage the submission of applications to 
this program by those groups with lim
ited :financial resources-specifically, mi
nority and rural sponsors, organizations 
seeking to assist the handicapped, and 
community groups wishing to use 202 
projects as a centerpiece for neighbor
hood revitalization. 

This level of 202 funding has been en
dorsed by the ad hoc Coalition for Hous
ing for the Elderly-a group of 20 na
tional organizations representing more 
than 15 million older Americans-and 
by the task force on housing of the con
sortium concerned with the develop
mentally disabled. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a communication dated July 27, 
1979 to me from the American Asso
ciation of Homes for the Aging and the 
ad hoc Coalition for Housing for the 
Elderly be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the com
munication was ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

AMERICAN AsSOCIATION OF 
HOMES FOR THE AGING, 

Washington, D.C., July 27, 1979. 
Hon. HARRISON A. Wn.LIAMS, Jr., 
U.S. Senate, Chairman, Subcommittee on 

Housing and Urban Affairs, Russell Sen
ate Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR Wn.LIAMs: On beha-lf of the 
American. Association of Homes for the 
Aging and the Ad Hoc COalition for Housing 
for the Elderly, we write to encou.ra.ge your 
continued efforts to increase the borrowing 
authority for the Section 202 Housing for 
the Elderly and Handicapped program from 
the Senate Appropriations Committee rec
ommended level of $800 m1111on in fiscal year 
1980 to $860 million during the fiscal year. 

The proposed slight increase in borrowing 
authority for the Section 202 progra.m will 
just about susta.in a current year operation 
production level of 18,860 units during the 
coming year. Infiation ba.s seriously eroded 
the purcna.sing power of the Depa.rtment. 
Per unit costs have escalated twofold during 
the past five years. The Section 202 program 
oon!ronts an uncertain future where quality 
projects might be squeezed out or the mar
ketplace, and/or reliable community respon
sive not-for-profit providers might be forced 
not to apply for funds because of the fiscal 
constraints imposed. The slight adjustment 
proposed by senate advocates or quality 
housing programs makes a modest cost-of-

living increase to the appropriation level. The 
eoonomic impact of this proposed cha.nge 1s 
slight, in as much as the Section 202 pro
gram is repaid by the sponsor. Additionally, 
as housing is an investment e.nd a source 
of employment, the total macroeconomic 
Impact is favorable. 

Considerable public attention ha.s been 
directed at the development of non-lnsti
tional alternative living arrangements for 
the elderly. The Senate ha.s directed sizable 
investments in community servlce programs. 
In perspective, however, unless there is suit
able housing, these approaches wlll su1fer. 
The basic cost-conscious alternative to medi
cal institutlonaJlza.tlon !or the elderly is 
quaUty housing. The Section 202 program 
has produced such qua.Uty shelter. 

Your continued advocacy on behalf of 
older Americans is deeply apprecia-ted. 

Respectfully, 
DAvm C. CRoWLEY, 

ACSW Executive Vice President, The 
American Association of Homes for the 
Aging. 

WILLIAM D. HUGHES, 
AAHA Director for Housing and Execu

tive Secretary, Ad Hoc Coalition for 
Housing for the Elderly. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, every
one of us is aware of the need for fiscal 
restraint in this time of inflation. But, 
in our efforts to curb the increase in the 
cost-of-living, we must be careful not to 
cut back on our assistance to those 
Americans most in need, and these are 
the young handicapped, and the older 
Americans struggling to make ends meet 
on small, fixed retirement incomes. So 
I urge upon my colleagues this amend
ment and their support. It is a modest 
step to prevent further declines in 
production in one of our best and most 
needed housing efforts. 

I am very pleased again this year to 
have been joined in this effort by the 
most able Senator from New Mexico, 
8enator DOMENICI. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to point out and correct a technical 
flaw and modify the amendment to read, 
"on page 4, line 5," rather than "on 
page 3, line 18". 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the amendment is so modified. 

The modified amendment is as fol
lows: 

On page 4, line 5, strike out "$800,000,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$860,000,000". 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield me 5 minutes? 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I will yield as much 
as the Senator needs that I may allow. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join my good friend the dis
tinguished Senator from New Jersey 
<Mr. WILLIAMs) in offering this amend
ment to provide $860 million for section 
202 housing for the elderly and handi
capped. 

As everyone is a ware, the section 202 
program is the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development's primary Fed
eral financing vehicle for providing spe
cialized housing for the elderly and 
handicapped under nonprofit sponsor
ship. As I stated during the debate on the 
authorizing legislation, this program 
has been HUD's most successful housing 
effort because of the absence of defaults, 
and because tenant turnover 1n existing 
projects is extremely low, indicating that 
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the section 202 projects and programs 
are meeting a real need in a cost-ef
fective manner. 

Our aging population is growing at a 
rapid rate, and yet we are not providing 
a supportive and specialized living en
vironment so they can remain self-suffi
cient and independent members of our 
society. 

In spite of a committee directive dur
ing the 1976 reauthorization of the sec
tion 202 lending authority that a mini
mum of 35,000 new units be constructed 
annually, the program peaked at a mark 
nearly 10,000 units fewer than the con
gressional mandate. In 1977, only 24,-
791 units were funded; in 1978, 19,973 
units; and in 1979, 21,200 units. The ad
ministration's proposed 1-year reauthor
ization of the program is estimated to 
fund approximately 19,700 units in fiscal 
year 1980. However, even this proposal 
for a decrease in the Federal commit
ment is overly optimistic, since HUD 
has used an inflation rate for only 4 per
cent in making its calculations. Thus, in 
the 3 years since the previous reauthori
zation, production of units under the sec
tion 202 program has fallen nearly one
third short of its target. 

The impact of this failure to comply 
with the congressional mandate falls 
heavily on the scores of elderly individ
uals who are in desperate need of suit
able housing. And the situation can only 
get worse: 

By the year 2000, 30.6 m1111on people will 
be age 65, or over, one in 9 Americans. This 
constitutes a 35 percent increase (8 m1llion 
persons) over the current population. 

In 1975, !our-fifths of all older persons 
Hving alone or with non-relatives had an
nual incomes under $6,000, while less than 
one-halt of non-elderly individuals are in 
that income category. Combining "poor" 
and "near poor" categories, we find 25 per
cent of all elderly in this category, versus 
17 percent for the non-elderly. 

Five m1111on of the fifteen m1llion house
holds identified by HUD as in need of hous
ing assistance are elderly. Their problems 
include both physically-deficient housing
a potential threat to health-and housing 
which costs more than they can afford. 

Elderly households comprise 17 percent of 
all renter households, but they account for 
35 percent of those with incomes below 
$3,000. In 1976, 1.4 m1111on elderly renters 
were at this very low income level. Similarly, 
elderly households are 22 percent of all own
ers, but 53 percent of all owners with in
comes below $3,000. In 1976, there were 1.6 
million elderly owners with incomes below 
$3,000. 

Housing is the number one financial ex
penditure for the elderly. It accounts for 
over one-third of their budget. The very old
age 75 and over-pay 48 percent of their in
come for housing on the average. 

Mr. President, these facts argue per
suasively for the development of a spe
cialized housing program for elderly 
persons. If the acute housing needs of 
the elderly in our country are going to 
be recognized and attempts made to al
leviate them, then we 1n Congress must 
pay close attention to the needs of our 
rapidly rising elderly population and the 
effectiveness of our public policies in 
meeting those needs. Surely we have 
room to improve our commitment to the 
elderly in terms of providing more suit
able housing. 

Mr. President, I believe this amend
ment enhances our commitment to con
tinue to provide adequate housing for 
elderly individuals desperately in need 
of such assistance. I respectfully urge 
my fellow colleagues to give their sup
port to this amendment. 

We are going to hear over the next few 
months, constant and repeated concern 
about the impact of ever-increasing en
ergy costs on our senior citizens. We are 
going to hear proposals to provide help 
through the energy crisis. I think it 
would be rather ironic if while we at
tempted on the floor of the Senate and 
in the House to develop new programs 
to assist our senior citizens on fixed in
comes through the energy crisis, that we 
cut the program that provides housing 
at a reasonable cost through nonprofit 
institutions and did not maximize the 
utilization of it for our senior citizens. 

I understand this program also will 
help our handicapped. But, for the most 
part, it is the senior citizen on fixed in
come. I think we ought to go ahead with 
those programs such as section 202 that 
work, even if we had to say that part 
of this program would come out of the 
funds that we hope someday to be spend
ing for senior citizens and our poor peo
ple who are adversely affected by the en
ergy crisis. 

But since we do not have that all put 
together, it seems to me we ought to 
support the Williams amendment today 
and set a higher rather than a lower 
goal for this type of housing. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
go along with this amendment. As I in
dicated, it is a viable and successful pro
gram. The aforementioned usually in
dicates that it is being managed well. 
Those who live in 202 housing are re
sponding well to the program. 

I hope the Senate will adopt the Wil
liams amendment. I thank him for yield
ing. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I will 
be very brief. I realize the arguments for 
this amendment are very appealing. All 
of us have 202 programs in our States. 
They are very successful. The elderly who 
will occupy them are delighted with them. 
The communities all welcome them, and 
they are probably the happiest and most 
successful housing programs we have 
ever had. They are good and wholesome 
programs, and it is tough to oppose them. 
But, once again I must point out that we 
already have a bill here that is $1.7 bil
lion over the budget resolution and the 
cruelest thing we can do to our senior 
citizens is to fuel the fires of inflation bY 
spending more money. 

The fact is more than 9 out of 10 of 
the elderly do not participate in the sec
tion 202 program and are not going to be 
in this program. They are outside of this 
program. They are going to be hit by in
flation and are not going to be helped by 
this kind of additional funding. 

Furthermore, Mr. President, of all 
those who need housing, the elderly are 
the ones who have been given the great
est consideration and the greatest help. 
The Government provides long-term 
loans to finance the construction and 
management of elderly housing projects 
under the section 202 program and the 

section 8 program, also funded through 
this bill, and provides the tenants of 
these projects with a rental subsidy. So 
we should not further sweeten the pot 
and burst the budget by increasing the 
section 202 portion of this equation above 
the President's budget request. 

This _amendment provides $60 million 
more than the President has requested, 
and it busts the budget. 

Furthermore, every housing expert I 
have talked to has indicated that the one 
needy group that has been most helped 
by our housing programs has been the 
elderly. Eighty percent of the new section 
8 units made available for occupancy 
since the program began have been for 
the elderly. Families are, of course, less 
attractive to the community because they 
bring with them education burdens, 
crime problems, and so forth. Their chil
dren have energy, and many of them 
create problems of various kinds. Fami
lies are not wanted, and family housing 
programs move very slowly. But the eld
erly are welcome and, consequently: those 
programs move ahead. We should not 
further skew the housing mix away from 
families and toward the elderly by boost
ing funding for the section 202 program 
above the budget request. 

Incidentally, the Appropriations Com
mittee acted on a similar amendment by 
voting against it, and I think we should 
consider that we have, as I said, done our 
best already for the elderly. They are 
taxpayers, too. Most of them would not 
benefit from this program, and would be 
hurt by the inflation, the additional 
taxes, and the additional burden that 
this program represents. 

So I must rise in opposition to the 
program. 

Mr. President, I think I am ready to 
yield back my time if the Senator from 
New Jersey is ready to yield back his 
time. I think there will be a substitute 
amendment for his amendment, if he is 
ready for that. It cannot be offered until 
our time is yielded back. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Do we have the yeas 
and nays on our amendment? Has any
body asked for it? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. We will not have to. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. We need to yield back 

time to get to the substitute. 
I think the Senator from Michigan 

wanted to speak, perhaps now or on the 
substitute, either way. 

Mr. RIEGLE. I think I prefer to wait. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield back my time. 
Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 

yielded back? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Yes, all time is yield

ed back. 
I understand the Senator from Florida 

has a substitute amendment. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 469 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment, an unprinted 
amendment, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES) 

proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 469. 
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Mr. CHIT..ES. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
Page 4, line 5, strike "$800,000,000" and 

insert in lieu thereof " $860,000,000." 
Page 2, line 12, strike "1,140,661,000" and 

insert " 1,135,191,000" 

Mr. CHIT..ES. Mr. President, the effect 
of this amendment would be to add 1,300 
'Units of 202 funds and to cut 1,300 
units of section 8 funds, so the effect 
of it would be-the numbers actually dif
fer from that in order to get that kind 
of a substitution. 

Mr. President, I listened to the argu
ments of the distinguished Senator from 
New Jersey. I agree with those argu
ments. I listened to the arguments of 
the distinguished Senator from New 
Mexico, and the ranking member of the 
Committee on Aging, and I certainly 
agree with those. I want to associate my
self with the arguments. 

I think 202 is the most effective and 
efficient program we have had. Certainly 
in section 8 and certainly for subsized 
'housing, it has been a boon to the 
elderly, and it needs more units, and 
it is not a program we should be cut
ting back. It is a program that I ~er
tainly want to see have more units, and 
I strongly want to support it having more 
uni·ts. 

But the one thing the elderly in this 
country need in addition to housing, and 
many of them need that, is that they 
need some relaxation on inflation, and 
they certainly do not need any addition 
of inflation. 

The thing tha<t hurts the elderly more 
than anything else is the continually in
creasing and escalating rate of inflation. 
For us to be dealing with a budget here 
today that is adding to the inflationary 
pressures-and tha<t is what this budget 
overall is doing-and to see that we have 
been unable to make any kind of cuts, 
whether they be revenue sharing or 
whether they be section 8 grants or 
whether they be anything else, and then 
say, "We are going to do something great 
for the elderly because we are going to 
add some more housing," you would be 
doing something good for the people who 
would get those houses, and it would be 
great for them, but you sure would not 
be giving a boon or a favor to the elder
ly, because you are saddling additional 
rates of inflation on them, and they are 
choking to death on it now. 

I have had an opportunity, from the 
platform of sorts which I now have as 
chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Aging, to listen to many of the aging 
groups. The No. 1 problem that they 
raise, whether it is the National Council 
of Senior Citizens or any of the others 
that come before me, is the one on the 
basis of whi'ch they are choking, and 
they continually ask why are we not do
ing something about inflation, and they 
now talk more and more about doing 
something a<bout this problem as well. 

Mr. President, I think we will be able 
to provide those additional needs, to see 
that we do not cut back on the number 
of 202 units, which I do not want to 

do and I do not believe most Senators 
want to do, and at the same time at 
least not inflate this bill any more; we 
will at least be· able to stay within the 
numbers that have come out of the com
mittee. And those numbers, I remind 
the Senate, are above the budget figures, 
the figures on which we based our budg
et. 

We are now getting ready to move to 
the consideration of the second budget 
resolution, and we have already been 
told by the chairman of the commit
tee that we are getting ready to face a 
$35 billion deficit on the basis of the 
increases in some of the economic as
sumptions, the fact that many of the 
budgets are going above what was 
targeted for in the first budget resolu
tion, and the fact that we have not been 
able to achieve the savings that we were 
projecting in the first budget resolution. 

It seems to me that if we are con
cerned about keeping the 202 program 
at least at the level where it now is
and I am concerned about that-then 
we would want to adopt this substitute 
amendment, because we would keep it 
at that level and at the same time not 
be inflating this budget any further. 

I would remind the Senate again that 
we had an amendment to cut section 8, 
because it was above the Budget Com
mittee recommendation, and that 
amendment failed. This would mean 
that again we would stay with that over
all number on section 8, but we would 
be transferring or at least reserving a 
portion of those funds, to see that we 
were going to build the right number 
of 202 units. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remain
der of my time. 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS. Mr. President, I know 
it is important to be very brief, because 
some who want to vote on this measure 
will not be here. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair must inform the Senate that the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
Florida is not in order as a substitute. 
It is broader than the pending amend
ment in that it purports to amend a 
portion of the bill not touched by the 
amendment offered by the Senator from 
New Jersey. 

Therefore, the amendment is not in 
order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. I call for the yeas 
and nays on the amendment I have 
offered. 

The yeas and nays were not ordered. 
Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 

suggest the absence of a quorum, and 
ask unanimous consent that the time 
not be taken out of either side. Only for 
a couple of minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

proceeded to call the roll. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I ask unanimous 

consent that the order for the quorum 
call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is the parliamentary 
situation that, the Chair having ruled 
that the Chiles amendment was not in 

order, the question reverts to the Wil
liams amendment that was pending? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. The vote is up or 
down on the Williams amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On the 
Williams amendment. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I 
guess all remaining time is yielded back 
and we are ready for a vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment 
of the Senator from New Jersey (Mr. 
WILLIAMS). 

The amendment <UP No. 468, as modi
fied) was agreed to. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, as I 
understand it, there are no more amend
ments. We had a list of amendments. If 
any Senator has additional amendments, 
I assume he will let us know. 

Does the Senator {rom Maryland know 
of other amendments? 

Mr. MATHIAS. I know of no further 
amendments. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. If there are no fur
ther amendments, let me make one brief 
statement before I yield back the re
mainder of my time. With a heavy heart 
I am going to vote against the bill that 
I managed, a bill that came out of the 
subcommittee of the Appropriations 
Committee of which I am chairman. 

I know it is unusual for a bill manager 
to vote against his own bill but I have 
no other alternative. This bill is $1.8 bil
lion over the budget· resolution. Today 
we added $684 million in revenue sharing 
funds, $25 million for veterans medical 
care, $5 million for veterans State homes 
and $60 million !or the 202 housing pro
gram. That excessive amount over the 
budget resolution just makes it impos
sible for me to support this bill. I say so 
with reluctance but I must take that 
position. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I appreciate the state

ment the Senator has made. As I indi
cated in my statement earlier this morn
ing, if the bill was not reduced, I, too, 
would oppose it. It has been increased 
by some $700 million, so I will join the 
Senator in voting against the bill. I know 
of no other way to indicate that we are 
going to substantially breach the budget 
if we start with this momentum in the 
first appropriations bill and we are con
tinuing. I do not know what the end 
will be, but I expect the Senate will be 
shocked when we get to the second 
budget resolution which will increase a 
sharply increased budget deficit. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I yield to the Senator 
from Idaho. 

Mr. CHURCH. I have just listened to 
the statements made by the manager of 
the bill and by the able chairman of the 
Budget Committee. I am inclined very 
much by the force of their argument to 
follow their example. I do not know how 
we are going to bring Federal spending 
under control unless we heed our own 
actions when we pass the budget 
resolutions. 

In view iJf the provisions now in the 
bill before the Senate-$700 million over 
the budget resolution-the course of ac-
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tion decided upon by the two Senators to 
vote against this bill is one that I, too, 
will follow. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I re
spect, certainly, the concern which has 
been expressed by the distinguished Sen
ator from Wisconsin, the manager of the 
bill, the distinguished Senator from 
Maine, and the distinguished Senator 
from Idaho because the concerns they 
express are very real and they are con
cerns that I share. But it seems to me 
we have to look at life as it is, not as 
life has been portrayed somewhere. 

In looking at the housing needs of the 
country, the President sent us a budget 
request which was almost $800 million 
more than the bill as it stands at this 
moment in the Senate. The President's 
judgment as to what we were going to 
need to spend were nearly $800 million 
more than the Senate at this point is 
being asked t.o appropriate. The commit
tee has worked its way through the bill 
at various committees levels. The Sen
ate has taken some actions today 
which have affected the spending levels 
in the bill. These are the corporate judg
ments of this institution as to what we 
need to do to provide shelter for Ameri
cans, a very basic human need. 

The fact that it is exceeding the 
budget resolution is a matter, I think, 
that we can take for granted, but we are 
talking about two different legislative 
actions. There is the legislative action 
involving the budget resolution and 
there is the legislative action that we are 
proposing to take here. Both of them 
cannot be right. It may be that we are 
more nearly right in our judgment here 
than we were in the budget resolution. 
In fact, it is perfectly clear that there 
were some assumptions which went into 
the first concurrent budget resolution 
which have proven to be in error. Those 
assumptions, having proven to be in er
ror, should not necessarily be the cri
teria by which we make our decision 
here today. This decision, it seems to 
me, has to be governed by that careful 
balance of fiscal prudence and human 
need which is represented by the :final 
version of this bill which is now before 
the Senate, and which, in about 60 sec
onds, will be voted upon. 

Before we close this debate, however, 
I want to renew my thanks not only to 
my distinguished colleague from Wis
consin but also to the members of the 
staff' without whom I think we could 
hardly have brought this bill to this 
point. It has taken many, many hours of 
arduous work on behalf of the staff'. 
Their contribution here should certainly 
be recognized. I want to express my ap
preciation to them. 

Mr. President, I think this bill, as 
finally worked out, certainly is not going 
to satisfy everyone. It is not going to 
satisfy a lot of the people of America 
looking for shelter. It is not going to 
satisfy those who would like to see the 
Federal pursestrings tighter than they 
are. But it does represent the best com
promise, the best balance, that we could 
achieve. I think it is deserving of sup
port from a majority of the Members of 
the Senate. 

Mr. PROXMmE. Mr. President, I want 
to say what a pleasure it always is to 
work with the Senator from Maryland. 
He is tremendously effective, wise, and 
intelligent-even though he is often 
wrong, as he is in this case. I admire and 
respect him. I am ready to yield back my 
time, if the Senator is willing to yield 
back his. I ask for the yeas and nays on 
passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufiicient second? 

There is a sufiicient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I am 

pleased to support this bill to appropriate 
funds to meet this Nation's housing and 
community development needs for 1980. 

As Chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Housing and Urban Affairs, I have a very 
specific and profound concern for the 
needs of our citizens, especially those who 
are forced to live in inadequate, sub
standard shelter or shelter beyond their 
financial means. 

As we enter a period of continuing and 
even increasing inflation, the cost of de
cent housing has become almost prohibi
tive for many Americans. Many families' 
ability to set aside even a constant pro
portion of their budget for shelter has 
been eroded, especially in light of steep 
rises in energy costs. More than any other 
segment of our society, the elderly, the 
unemployed, the handicapped, and those 
on fixed incomes are the most susceptible, 
and, increasingly, the displayed victims 
of an unstable economy. 

Mr. President, those factors, brought 
out in testimony before my subcommittee, 
created apprehensions on my part when 
efforts were made in this body to change 
the mix of unit types from the Depart
ment's proposed levels as reflected in the 
housing assistance plans. These recom
mendations, had they been accepted, 
would surely have exacerbated the pat
tern of problems which have had such an 
e1fect on housing in this country. 

We developed the concept of housing 
assistance plans initially to provide a 
mechanism to reflect local housing re
quirements. In this way, we could respond 
flexibly to each community's need, 
rather than imposing an inflexible and 
unresponsive Federal standard. It was 
made clear to our committee that we 
have a grave shortage of housing stock 
in virtually every region of this country. 
If changes in this legislation, to reduce 
assistance for new and substantially re
habilitated units, were to be enacted, it 
would not only be a repudiation of our 
recognition of local requirements and ex
pertise, but would have an immediate as 
well as long-term adverse impact on all of 
us. By not increasing the housing stock 
in a manner consistent with needs, we 
would surely inflate housing costs in 
nearly every community where we were 
unable to approach the HAP goals. Not 
only would those in need of shelter have 
a smaller market to choose from, but as 
vacancies dried up, costs for all housing 
would almost surely increase at a level 
much more rapid than even the dis
torted rate of the last 18 months. 

Consequently, I am pleased at the com
mittee bill's retention of the HAP mix, 
just as I commend the committee mem-

bers for rejecting the attempt to lower 
still further the level of assisted housing. 

Although the committee level for as
sisted housing represents a higher 
amount than some Members had sought, 
it is nowhere near adequate to meet the 
estimated annual requirement..<; over the 
next decade. Thus, although I recognize 
the need for prudent Federal spending, 
I am concerned that this year will see a 
shortfall of some 300 to 400,000 units. 
Many of those excluded by this short
fall will be newly formed families with 
few, if any, alternatives but to join the 
long line of those who have been prom
ised decent shelter, but have never re
ceived more than a promise. It is tragic 
that rather than making progress to
ward our commitment, it appears we 
are straying farther and farther from 
our goals of providing decent shelter to 
all Americans in need. 

I would like to mention other areas of 
the bill about which I am particularly 
concerned. 

The urban development action grant 
program has been increased by $275 mil
lion to reflect the substantive benefits 
this program· has demonstrated in estab
lishing a partnership between the pri
vate sector and the Federal Government 
to rejuvenate our distressed urban areas. 
This program has brought unique op
portunities for employment and new life 
to many inner city areas that would, 
prior to this program, simply have been 
written oft', and forgotten. 

The committee also wisely funded the 
congregate housing services program, 
which I was pleased to author last year. 
This program is. an e1fort to prevent the 
unnecessary and costly institutionaliza
tjon of our elderly and handicapped. It is 
designed to encourage the development 
of specially designed residential housing 
through the guarantee of long-term sup
port services. The funding approved by 
the committee will allow the program to 
continue for a second year. 

Appropriations for the troubled proj
ects program has been maintained. Al
though I am disappointed that State 
housing finance agencv proiects are ex
cluded, this program will serve to insure 
the financial stability of existing rental 
housing projects, thereby protecting 
tenants from higher rents: It will pre
serve and improve existing projects and 
their impacted neighborhoods, and it 
will prevent potential losses to the in
surance funds resulting from project 
insolvency. 

I am grateful for the committee's in
clusion of $3.7 million for fair housing. 
Despite the existence of fair housing 
laws in 37 States which reflect the intent 
of title Vill, only 9 States have had the 
financial resources to accept cases re
ferred by HUD. Many State and local 
fair housing agencies have done out
standing jabs, such as ' the Fair Housing 
Council of Bergen County in my State 
of New Jersey, but these efforts to as
sist women, to assist the handicapped, to 
assist minorities have been severely 
hampered by the lack of adequate re
sources. Through the committee's ac
tions--and particularly thanks to Sena
tor BAYH and Senator MATHIAS--many of 
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these agencies will now be given an op
portunity to carry out the Federal law. 

Finally, I would like to commend the 
committee for its appropriation of con
struction funds for the Veterans' Admin
istration hospital planned for Camden, 
N.J. This project has been envisioned by 
the people of my State for almost a dec
ade, and it is indeed gratifying to see it 
move significantly closer to reality as a 
result of the committee's endorsement. 

The hospital is to be built in conjunc
tion with the Cooper medical facility and 
the southern extension of the New Jer
sey School of Medicine, thereby provid
ing a :fine, new and badly needed mod
ern medical complex for veterans and 
others throughout southern New Jer
sey. The medical facility will also mean 
new jobs and economic activity in a city 
that has more than its share of problems. 

Mr. President, the committee has pro
duced a bill that contains the funding 
necessary to maintain a variety of es
sential agencies and programs. While I 
personally feel that some issues ad
dressed by the bill should have received 
additional appropriations in light of the 
pressing needs that exist, particularly in 
the area of housing, I am willing to lend 
it my support, and urge my colleagues to 
do the same. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment of 
the amendments and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do Sena

tors yield back their time? 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time. 
Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. 
The bill having been read the third 

time, the question is, Shall it pass? On 
this question the yeas and nays have 
been ordered, and the clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Missouri <Mr. EAGLETON), 
the Senator from Kentucky (Mr. HuD
DLESTON), the Senator from Hawaii <Mr. 
INOUYE) , the Senator from Louisiana 
<Mr. LoNG)~ the Senator from Maryland 
(Mr. SARBANES), the Senator from Ar
kansas <Mr. PRYOR) , the Senator from 
Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS), and the Sena
tor from Illinois <Mr. STEvENSON) are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG), 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELL
MON), the Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
GoLDWATER), the Senator from Illinois 
<Mr. PERCY), the Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. PRESSLER), the Senator 
from South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND), 
and the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
WEICKER) are necessarily absent. 

On this vote, the Senator from Illinois 
<Mr. PERCY) is paired with the Senator 

from South Carolina <Mr. THURMOND). 
If present and voting, the Senator from 
Illinois would vote "yea" and the Senator 
from South Carolina would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
TsoNGAS). Are there other Senators who 
wish to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 60, 
nays 25, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 232 Leg.] 
YEAS-60 

Baker Durkin 
Ba.ucus Ford 
Bayh Glenn 
Biden Gravel 
Boren Hart 
Brad:Ley !. a t .field 
Bumpers Hayakawa 
Burdick Heflin 
Byrd, Robert C. Hein z 
Cannon Hollings 
Chafee Jackson 
Cochran Javits 
Cohen Johnston 
Cranston Kassebaum 
Cui ver Kennedy 
Danforth Leahy 
DeConcini L-evin 
Dole Magnuson 
Domenici Mathias 
Durenberger Matsunaga 

Bentsen 
Boschwitz 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Chiles 
Church 
Ex on 
Garn 
Hatch 

NAYS-25 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
McClure 
Muski.e 
Nunn 
Proxmlre 

McGovern 
Melcher 
Metzenbaum 
Morgan 
Moyn ihan 
Nelson 
Packwooj 
Fell 
Randolph 
R ibicotr 
R iegle 
Sasser 
Schmitt 
Schwetker 
Stafford 
S t ev ens 
Stewart 
Talmadge 
Tsong;as 
WllUams 

Roth 
Simpson 
Stone 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Young 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-15 
Armstrong 
Bel!mon 
Eagleton 
Goldwater 
Huddleston 

Inouye 
Long 
Percy 
Pressler 
Pryor 

Sarbanes 
Stennis 
Stevenson 
Thurmond 
Weicker 

So the bill <H.R. 4394) , as amended, 
was passed. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist on its 
amendments, request a conference with 
the House of Representatives thereon, 
and that the Chair appoint conferees on 
the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to and the 
Presiding Officer (Mr. TsoNGAs) appoint
ed Messrs. PROXMIRE, STENNIS, BAYH, 
HUDDLESTON, LEAHY, SASSER, DuRKIN, 
MAGNUSON, MATHIAS, BELLMON, WEICKER, 
LAXALT, SCHMITT, and YOUNG, conferees 
on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the bill 
was passed. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
today the Senate has completed action 
on H.R. 4394, the fiscal 1980 appropria
tions bill for the Department of Housing 
and Urban Development and 20 inde
pendent agencies. 

None of us need to be reminded that 
the chairman of the Appropriations Sub
committee with jurisdiction over this 
area, and able manager of the bill, Mr. 
PROXMIRE, also serves as chairman of the 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs 
Committee. Senator PROXMIRE thus 
brings unique expertise leadership to the 
area of housing and community develop
ment policy. 

Two weeks ago the.Senate passed the 

authorizing legislation for housing and 
community development programs. In 
considering that bill, Members were of 
different minds as to what the optimum 
funding levels should be. The quality of 
debate which ensued could not have been 
more informative for those Senators, 
such as myself, who do not serve on the 
Housing Committee. The issues involved 
in balancing the need for fiscal restraint 
against the needs of the housing assist 
ance, particularly for the poor and elder
ly living on fixed incomes, are not easily 
resolved. 

The measure which passed the Senate 
represented a lower level of authoriza
tion than the bill reported. However, it 
was a good bill when it was reported and 
a good bill when it was passed. 

The bill before the Senate is a com
plicated bill. It provides funding for a 
wide range of programs in addition to 
those of housing and community develop
ment. Senator PROXMIRE and Senator 
MATHIAS, the ranking minority member 
of the Department of HUD and Inde
pendent Agencies Appropriations Sub
committee, have effectively worked to
gether to produce an excellent bill. The 
two Senators often :find themselves in 
friendly disagreement. Once again, the 
Senate and public benefit from a process 
which encourages expression and resolu
tion of competing and innovative ideas. 
The expertise and concern which Sen
ators PROXMIRE and MATHIAS bring to this 
area--and their different viewpoints
have constructively helped shape this 
bill. 

Funding provided by the bill will touch 
the lives of many Americans. It provides 
sufficient funding to continue the Federal 
commitment to help both urban and 
rural Americans find a decent place to 
live. Jt continues the Federal effort to 
:fight for and maintain the auality of this 
country's air and water. It funds medical 
and other services to this Nation's veter
ans. It continues Federal research efforts 
in such agencies as the National Science 
l<'oundation and the National Aeronau
tics and ~oace Administration. 

I want to thank the members of HUD 
and Independent Agencies Subcommit
tee. and of the full Aoprooriations Com
mittee for the time and efforts they have 
devoted to reporting this bill. 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
there will be no more rollcall votes today. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
r ask unanimous conc;ent th11t there now 
he a period for the transaction of rou
tine morning business, not to extend be
:vond 30 minutes, and that Senators may 
s~'"'eak therein un to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESTDTNG OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

RULES C!OMMITTEE ACTS ON Am
LINE COUPONS-COMMENDATION 
'TO SENATORS PELL AND HAT
FIELD 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I would 
like to commend the Senate Rules and 
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Administration Committee for its action 
on July 13 when it adopted an amend
ment to the travel regulations of the 
Senate regarding the use of discount 
coupons received by Senators and Senate 
employees when on offi.cial travel. 

On June 6 I inJtroduced, along with 
Senator GoLDWATER, a. resolution direct
ing Senators and Senate employees to 
turn in any discount coupons received 
during official travel to offset the cost of 
further official trips. At that time, I was 
concerned that these coupons, obtained 
with public funds, might be used to pur
chase airline tickets at reduced cost for 
personal travel, depriving the taxpayers 
of savings that are rightfully their own. 
My intention was to bring this matter 
to the attention of my colleagues and 
ask the Senate to adopt a clear-cut policy 
on the use of these coupons so there 
would be no misunderstanding about who 
should be the proper beneficiary of fu
ture discount travel. 

On June 14 in a. meeting of the Sen
ate Rules Committee, the distinguished 
chairman and ranking minority mem
bers, Senators PELL and HATFIELD, ad
dressed the subject of this resolution and 
agreed that an amendment to the Sen
ate travel regulations would be appro
priate to clarify and reinforce Senate 
policy on this matter. 

At its next meeting, which was July 
13, the committee adopted the amend
ment a.nd the text reads as follows: 

Discount coupons or other evidence of re
duced fares, obtained on official travel, shall 
be turned in to the office for which the travel 
was performed, so that they may be utmzed 
for future official travel. 

This new regulation clearly states the 
policy of the Senate regarding the use 
of these coupons or any other form of 
discount fares for all modes of public 
transportation. 

Again, Mr. President, I commend 
Senators PELL and HATFIELD for their 
leadership in this matter and the Rules 
Committee as a whole for its action on 
behalf of the taxpayers of this country. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages from the President of the 

United States were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Chirdon, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTTVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States 
submitting sundry nominations, which 
were referred to the appropriate com
mittees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate pro
ceedings.) 

AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE 
UNITED STATES AND AUSTRALIA 
CONCERNING PEACEFUL USES 
OF NUCLEAR ENERGY-MESSAGE 
FROM THE PRESIDENT-PM 90 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be-

fore the Senate the following message 

from the President of the United States, 
together with accompanying papers, 
which was referred to the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, the Committee on 
Governmental Affairs, and the Commit
tee on Energy and Natural Resources, 
jointly by unanimous consent: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
I am pleased to transmit to the Con

gress, pursuant to Section 123 d of the 
Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended 
(42 U.S.C. 2153(d)), the text of the pro
posed Agreement Between the United 
States and Australia Concerning Peace
ful Uses of Nuclear Energy and accom
panying annex and agreed minute; my 
written approval, authorization and de
termination concerning the agreement; 
and the Memorandum of the Director of 
the United States Arms Control and Dis
armament Agency with the Nuclear Pro
liferation Assessment Statement con
cerning the agreement. The joint 
memorandum submitted to me by the 
Secretaries of State and Energy, which 
includes a summary analysis of the pro
visions of the agreement, and the views 
of the Members of the Nuclear Regu
latory Commission are also enclosed. 

The proposed agreement with Austra
lia is the first such agreement submitted 
to the Congress since enactment of the 
Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978, 
which I signed into law on March 10, 
1978 and which, among other things, 
calls upon me to renegotiate existing 
peaceful nuclear cooperation agreements 
to obtain the new provisions set forth 
in that Act. In my judgment, the pro
posed agreement for cooperation be
tween the United States and Australia, 
together with its agreed minute, meets 
all statutory requirements. 

I am particularly pleased that this 
first agreement is with Australia, a 
strong supporter of the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty and of international non
proliferation efforts generally. The pro
posed agreement reflects the desire of 
the Government of the United States 
and the Government of Australia to up
date the framework for peaceful nuclear 
cooperation between our two countries 
in a manner which recognizes both the 
shared nonproliferation objectives and 
the close relationship between the United 
States and Australia in the peaceful ap
plications of nuclear energy. The pro
posed agreement will, in my view, fur
ther the nonproliferation and other 
foreign policy interests of the United 
States. 

I have considered the views and rec
ommendations of the interested agencies 
in reviewing the proposed agreement and 
have determined that its performance 
will promote, and will not constitute an 
unreasonable risk to, the common de
fense and security. Accordingly, I have 
approved the agreement and authorized 
its execution, and urge that the Con
gress give it favorable consideration. 

JIMMY CARTER. 
THE WHITE HOUSE, July 27, 1979. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that a message 
from the President of the United States, 
received earlier today, relative to a pro
posed agreement between the United 

States and Australia concerning peace
ful uses of nuclear energy, be jointly 
referred to the Committees on Foreign 
Relations, Governmental Affairs, and 
Energy and Natural Resources. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 11: 28 a.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Berry, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House disagrees to the 
amendments of the Senate to H.R. 4389, 
an act making appropriations for the 
Departments of Labor, and Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, and related agen
cies, for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980, and for other purposes; 
agrees to the conference requested by 
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of 
the two Houses thereon; and that 
Mr. NATCHER, Mr. FLOOD, Mr. SMITH of 
Iowa, Mr. PATTEN, Mr. OBEY, Mr. RoYBAL, 
Mr. STOKES, Mr. EARLY, Mr. WHITTEN, 
Mr. MICHEL, Mr. CoNTE, Mr. O'BRIEN, 
and Mr. PuRSELL were appointed man
agers of the conference on the part of the 
House. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, in 
which it requests the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H.R. 4453. An act to amend the Saccha.rin 
Study and Labeling Act to extend to June 30, 
1981, the ban on actions by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare respecting 
saccharin. 

At 3:20 p.m., a message from the House 
of Representatives delivered by Mr. 
Gregory, one of its reading clerks, an
nounced that the House agrees to the 
report of the committee of conference on 
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses 
on the amendment of the Senate to H.R. 
1786, an act to authorize appropriations 
to the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration for research and devel
opment, construction of facilities, and 
research and program management, and 
for other purposes. 

The message also announced that the 
House has passed the following bill, in 
which it requests the concurrence of the 
Senate: 

H.R. 3996. An act to amend the Rail Pas
senger Service Act to extend the authoriza
tion of appropriations for Amtrak for 3 ad
ditional years, and for other purposes. 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 
The following bill was read twice by 

its title and referred as indicated: 
H.R. 4453. An act to amend the Saccharin 

Study and Labeling Act to extend to 
June 30, 1981, the ban on actions by the 
Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare respecting saccharin; to the Committee 
on Labor and Human Resources. 

HOUSE BILL PLACED ON THE 
CALENDAR 

The following bill was read twice by 
its title and placed on the calendar: 

H.R. 3996. An act to amend the Rail Pas
senger Service Act to extend the authoriza
tions of appropriations for Amtrak for 3 
additional years, and for o\;her purposes. 
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COMMUNICATIONS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following communi
cations together with accompanying 
reports: documents, and papers, which 
are referred as indicated: 

EC-1870. A communica.tion !rom the Comp
troller General of the United Sta.tes, trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a. report entitled 
"Fa.inily Farmers Need Cooperatives-But 
Some Issues Need to be Resolved," July 26, 
1979; to the Committee on Agriculture, Nu
trition, and Forestry. 

EC-1871. A communication !rom the As
sistant Administrator !or Management, Pol
icy, and Budget, General Services Adminis
tration, tra.nsmitting, pursuant to law, a. 
Statistical Supplement Stockpile Report, 
October 1978 through March 1979; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1872. A communication from the Dep
uty Secretary of Defense, reporting, pursu
ant to law, on corporations which come un
der the provisions of Office of Ma.na.gement 
and Budget Policy Letter No. 78-6, Wage and 
Price Standards for Federal Contractors; to 
the Committee on Armed Services. 

EC-1873. A communication from the Presi
dent of the United States, transmitting a 
draft of proposed legislation to establish a. 
Solar Energy Development Bank to help 
ma.ke available below-market interest rate 
loans !or the purchase and insta.llation of 
solar energy equipment in commercial and 
residential buildings in the United States, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, a.nd Urban A1fairs. 

EC-1874. A communica.tion !rom the First 
Vice President and Vice Chairm.a.n, Export
Import Bank of the United States, trans
mitting. pursuant to law, a sta.tement with 
respect to a credit of $63,750,000 available to 
ALIA-The Roya.l Jordanian Airline Corpo
ration (ALIA) to !ac111tate the purchase 1n 
the United States by ALIA of four new Boe
ing 727-200 jet a.ircraft, spare engines and 
related pa.rts and services; to the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban A1fa.irs. 

EC-1875. A communication from the Sec
reta.ry of the Intersta.te Commerce Commis
sion, tra.nsmitting, pursuant to la.w, notice 
that the Commission is unable to render a 
fina.l decision in Docket No. 37105, Increa.sed 
Ra.tes on Coa.l, Colstrip and Kuehn, MT to 
Minnesota, within the initially specified 7 
month period; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Transportation. 

EC-1876. A communication !rom the Sec
retary of the Interstate Commerce Commis
sion, transmitting, pursua.nt to Ia.w, notice 
that the Commission is unable to render a 
decision in Docket No. 37093, Joint Ra.tes 
Via the Ann Arbor Ra..ilroad System, Decem
ber 1978, within the initially specified 7 
month period; to the Committee on Com
merce, Science, and Tra.nsportation. 

EC-1877. A communication from the Sec
reta.ry of the Interior, tra.nsmitting, for the 
information of the Senate, his views on the 
b111 S. 14 (which amends the Recla.ma.tion 
Act) and possible a.mendments thereto; to 
the Committee on Energy a.nd Na.tura.l 
Resources. 

EC-1878. A communication from the Sec
retary of the Interior, transmitting, pursu
ant to la.w, a.n a.pplication by the Lewiston 
Orcha.rds Irrigation District of Lewiston, Nez 
Perce County, Idaho, for a. loa.n under the 
Small Recla.mation Projects Act; to the 
Committee on Energy a.nd Na.tural Resources. 

EC-1879. A communication from the As
sistant Secreta.ry of the Army (Civil Works), 
tra.nsmitting, pursuant to law, a. final envi
ronmental impact sta.tement (FEIS) and 
supplemental information on Kaskaskia 
Isla.nd Dra.ina.ge a.nd Levee District, Illinois, 
project; to the Committee on Environment 
a.nd Public Works. 

EC-1880. A communication !rom the Act-

ing Assista.nt Secreta.ry for Congressional 
Relations, Depa.rtment of Sta.te, transmit
ting a. dra.ft of proposed legislation to au
thorize a.dditional a.ppropria.tions !or the 
Department of Sta.te !or Migra.tion a.nd 
Refugee Assista.nce for fisca.l yea.rs 1980 a.nd 
1981; to the Committee on Foreign Rela.tions. 

EC-1881. A communica.tion from the 
Comptroller General of the United Sta.tes, 
tra.nsmitting, pursua.nt to la.w, a. report ei?-
titled "Federal Civilia.n Audit Organiza.tions 
H&ve Often Been Unsuccessful in Obtaining 
Additiona.l Sta.tf," July 27, 1979; to the Com
mittee on Governments.! Affairs. 

EC-1882. A communica.tlon from the Act
ing Administrator, General Services Admin
istra.tion, tra.nsmitting, pursua.nt to la.w, a. 
summary of responses (proposals !or action 
or reasons !or ina.ction) for the report of the 
Board of Visitors to the United States Air 
Force Academy ma.de to the President on 22 
December 1977; to the Committee on Gov
ernmental Affairs. 

EC-1883. A communica.tion !rom the Dep
uty Assista.nt Sec.reta.ry of Defense (Adminis
tration), tra.nsmitting, pursuant to la.w, a 
report on a. new system of records; to the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1884. A communication !rom the 
Comptroller General of the United Sta.tes, 
reporting, pursuant to law, on a comprehen
sive study of the Senate's and House's finan
cia.l disclosure systems; to the Committee on 
Governmental A1fa.1.rs. · 

EC-1885. A communication !rom the Di
rector, Office of Administration, Nuclear Reg
ulatory Commission, tra.nsmitting, pursua.nt 
to la.w, a report on a new system of records; 
to the Committee on Governmental Affairs. 

EC-1886. A communication from the As
sista.nt Secretary !or Ma.nagement and 
Budget, Department of Hea.lth, Education, 
and Wel!a.re, transmitting, pursuant to law, 
a. report on a new system of records; to the 
Committee on Governments.! A1fa.1rs. 

EC-1887. A communication !rom the 
Comptroller Genera.l of the United Sta.tes, 
transmitting, pursua.nt to law, a. report en
titled "Passive Restraints !or Automobile 
Occupants-A Closer Look," July 27, 1979; to 
the Committee on Governments.! A1fa.1rs. 

EC-1888. A communication !rom the Presi
dent, United Sta.tes Capitol Historical Soci
ety, transmitting, pursuant to la.w, the So
ciety's financia.l report !or the year ended 
January 31, 1979; to the Committee on the 
Judicia.ry. 

EC-1889. A communication !rom the Di
rector, Na.tional Institute o! Corrections, 
transmitting, pursuant to law, the Institute's 
third annual report; to the Comm1ttee on the 
Judicia.ry. 

PETITIONS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be

fore the Senate the following petitions 
and memorials, which were referred as 
indicated: 

POM-408. A resolution a.dopted by the 
Sena.te of the Legisla.ture of the State of 
Massachusetts; to the Committee on Fi
nance and the Committee on Labor and 
Huma.n Resources, jointly, by unanimous 
consent: 

''RESOLUTIONS 

"Whereas, many Americans are denied 
medical treatment because of the escalating 
costs of hospitalization, physician fees and 
insurance coverage; a.nd 

"Whereas, the health plan of President 
Carter would use private insurance firms to 
finance health care with the premiums com
ing mostly from employers, employees and 
genera.! tax revenues with no increase in 
payroll ta.xes; would include steps to con
trol costs and stress. preventive medicine, 
including a. pilot program in preventive 
care; would expand coverage for the poor, 

the nearly poor, the elderly and disabled; 
would expand a.nd reform medicaid a.nd 
medicare; would cover cntastrophic costs of 
a. family above twenty-five hundred dollars 
a. year; and would be the basis !or a later 
comprehensive program; now, therefore, 
be it 

"Resolved, that the Massachusetts Senate 
wholeheartedly a.pplauds President Carter's 
tireless efforts and endorses the Ca.rter 
health plan as best addressing the goal of 
health care !or all Americans, a.nd respect
fully urges the United States Congress to 
ena.ct such legislation this yea.r; and be it 
further 

"Resolved, tha.t copies or these resolu
tions be tra.nsmitted forthwith by the clerk 
of the Senate to each Member of Congress 
!rom the Commonwealth." 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that a 
resolution adopted by the Massachu
setts State Senate, relative to the Presi
dent's national health plan, be jointly 
referred to the Committees on Finance 
and Labor and Human Resources. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

POM-409. A resolution a.dopted by the City 
Council of La.kewood, Ohio, urging the 
appropriate elected representatives to the 
Congress o! the United States to support 
H.R. 2215 to eliminate the reduction in 
Social Security benefits !or spouses and sur
viving spouses receiving certa.in Government 
pensions; to the Committee on Finance. 

POM-410. A petition of the Pa.ssaJ.c County 
Grand Jury, Paterson, New Jersey, relating 
to the presentment of the P·a.terson Task 
Force for Community Action, Incorpora.ted; 
to the Committee on the Judicia.ry. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. CRANSTON, from th~ Committee 

on Veterans• Affairs, with a.n a.mendment 
and an amendment to the title: 

S. 689. A bill to amend title 38, United 
Sta.tes Code, to increase the rates of d1s
a.b111ty compensation for disabled veteTa.ns; 
to increase the ra.tes of dependency a.nd in
demnity compensation for their surviving 
spouses and children, a.nd for other pur
poses (Rept. No. 96-260) . Ref.erred to the 
Committee on Appropria.tions for not to 
exceed 15 da.ys, pursuant to section ~1 
(b) (2) of Public La.w 93-34~. 

FOOD STAMP ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1979 

By Mr. McGOVERN, from the committee of 
conference, submitted a. report on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
a.mendments of the Senate to H.R. 4057, an 
a.ct to increa.se the fisc& yea.r 1979 a.uthori
za.tion for a.ppropriations for the foo'd stamp 
program (Rept. No. 96-261). 

By Mr. RIBICOFF, from the Committee on 
Governmental A1fairs, with an amendment: 

H.R. 3824. An a.ct to a.mend the District 
of Columbia Self-Government a.nd Govern
mental Reorganiza.tion Act to a.uthorize the 
Council of the District of Columbia. to dele
gate its authority to issue revenue bonds 
for underta.kings in the area. of housing to 
any housing finance a.gen-cy established by 
it a.nd to provide tha.t pa.yments o! such 
bonds ma.y be m.a.de w1 thout further ap
proval (Rept. No. 96-262). 

By Mr. RIBICOFF, from the Committee on 
Governmental A1fa.1rs, without amendment: 

li.R. 3914. An a.ct to amend the Na.tiona.l 
Oa.pital Transportation Act of 1969 to re
move the llmita.tlon on the a.mount a.uthor
ized for District of Columbia. contributions 
for the cost of construction of the rapid 
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transit system of the National Capital Re
gion (Rept. No. 96--263). 

By Mr. PELL, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, without amend
ment: 

S. Res. 198. A resolution increasing the 
Umitation on expenditures by the Select 
Committee on Intel'llgence for the procure
ment of consultants (Rept. No. 96--264). 

S. Res. 201. A resolution increasing the 
limitation on expenditures by the Commit
tee on Commerce, Science, and Transporta
tion for the training of professional staff 
(Rept. No. 96-265). 

S. Res. 204. A resolution increasing the 
limit&tion on expenditures by the Commit
tee on the Budget for the procurement of 
consultants and authorizing expenditures by 
such committee for the training of its pro
fessional staff (Rept. No. 96--266). 

S. Res. 208. An original resolution relating 
to the purchase of calendars (Rept. No. M-
267). 

S. Res. 209. An original resolution author
izing the printing af a compllation of mate
rials entitled "History of the Committee on 
Rules and Administration," as a Senate doc
ument (Rept. No. 96--268). 

S. Res. 210. An original resolution tempo
rarlly suspending paragraph 1 of rule IV of 
the Rules for the regulation of the Senate 
Wing of the United States Capitol to permit 
a photograph of the Senate in session. 

S. Res. 211. An original resolution to pay a 
gratuity to Johanna B. Salvetti. 

By Mr. TALMADGE, from the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry: 

Special Report entitled "Allocation of 
Budget Totals for Fiscal Years 1979 and 
1980" (Rept. No. 96-269). 

By Mr. BURDICK, from the Committee on 
Environment and Public Works and the Com
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af
fairs, jointly, with an amendment: 

S. 914. A bill to provide public works, busi
ness financing, and other development as
sistance to alleviate economic distress (to
gether with additional views) (Rept. No. 96-
270). 

By Mr. FORD, from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment and an amendment to the title: 

S. 1403. A bill to amend sections 502(d), 
503 (a) , and 504 (a) of the Surface Mining 
Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 (Public 
Law 95--87), and to provide a 7-month exten
sion for the submission and approval of 
State programs or the implementation of a 
Federal program (together with additional 
and minority views) (Rept. No. 96--271). 

By Mr. PROXMIRE, from the Committee 
on Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs, 
without amendment: 

S. Res. 212. An original resolution waiving 
section 402(a) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 with respect to the consideration 
of S. 914. Referred to the Committee on the 
Budget. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, the 
Senator from West Virginia is a tremen
dously persistent and more effective ma
jority leader, and I say that because he 
has been so persistent getting me to get 
some action on this EDA bill, and I am 
delighted to tell him I am filing a 
budget waiver resolution right now to 
permit us to act on the EDA bill very 
promptly. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Sen~tor. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. I am doing that pri
marily because the majority leader has 
been so insistent in asking that we get 
action on it. 

So I send a waiver to the desk and ask 
for its approprhte reference. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President 
the distinguished Senator from Wiscon~ 
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sin has always been most cooperative 
and understanding of the problems and 
cooperative with the leadership in at
tempting to expedite the legislation in a 
reason~ble way, and I think what he has 
done in this instance is typical and de
monstrative with his fine attitude and 
splendid worksmanship and teamwork 
that he demonstrates. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank him 

for his good work. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res

olution wiH be received. 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

The following executive reports of 
committees were submitted: 

By Mr. CANNON, from the Committee on 
Commerce, Science, and Transportation: 

George Herbert Patrick Bursley, of Mary
land, to be a Member of the National Trans
portation Safety Board. 

Stuart M. Statler, of the District of Co
lumbia, to be a Commissioner of the Con
sumer Product Safety Commission. 

<The above nominations from the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation were reported with the 
recommendation that they be confirmed, 
subject to the nominees' commitment to 
respond to requests to appear and tes
tify before any duly constituted commit
tee of the Senate.> 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, as in 
executive session, I also report favorably 
sundry nominations in the National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra
tion and the Coast Guard which have 
appeared previously in the RECORD and, 
to save the expense of printing them on 
the Executive Calendar, I ask unanimous 
consent that they lie on the Secretary's 
desk for the information of Senators. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<The nominations ordered to lie on the 
Secretary's desk were printed in the 
RECORD on July 9 and July 16, 1979, at 
the end of the Senate proceedings.) 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITrEE ON 
ENERGY AND NATURAL RE
SOURCES TO FILE A REPORT UN
TIL 7:30P.M. TODAY 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources 
have until 7:30 p.m. this evening to file 
the report on S. 1403, a bill to amend 
the Surface Mining Control and Recla
mation Act of 1977, Public Law 95-87. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time by unanimous consent, and 
referred as indicated: 

By Mr. STONE: 
S. 1591. A bill to amend the Internal Reve

nue Code of 1954 to permit individuals to 
deduct separately-stated State and local 
utility taxes on amounts paid for heating and 
cooling their homes, whether or not they 

itemize deductions; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. HEINz 
and Mr. LUGAR): 

S . 1592. A b111 entitled the "Financial Reg
ulation Simplification Act of 1979"; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
S. 1593. A bill for the relief of Panivons 

Norindr; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
S . 1594. A bill for the relief of Panisovk 

Norindr; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 
By Mr. MORGAN (for himself and Mr. 

TSONGAS) (by request): 
S. 1595. A bill to establish a Solar Energy 

Development Bank to help make available 
below-market interest rate loans for the 
purchase and installation of solar energy 
equipment in commercial and residential 
buildings in the United States, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

ByMr.PELL: 
S. 1596. A bill to consent to the institution 

of an action in the United States District 
Court for the District of Rhode Island for 
the adjudication of the claim of Charles E. 
Day, Sr. and Mary Day, husband and wife 
against the United States; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

iSTATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. STONE: 
S. 1591. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to permit individ
uals to deduct separately-tested State 
and local utility taxes on amounts ·paid 
for heating and cooling their homes, 
whether or not they itemize deductions; 
to the Committee on Finance. 
• Mr. STONE. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation which would 
provide for a Federal tax deduction in 
the amount of State and local taxes in
dividuals must pay on their utility bills 
for heating and cooling their homes, 
This deduction would be available for 
those taxpayers who do not itemize their 
deductions as well as those who do. 

Mr. President, in this time of spiral
ing energy costs, especially utility bills, 
my bill is one way we can ameliorate the 
impact of these costs, especially for those 
living on low or fixed incomes. In Florida, 
for example, the average utility customer 
would be permitted a deduction of $37 in 
computing his Federal income tax 
liability. 

With taxes so high, in addition to un
restrained inf:l.ation, it is unfair for tax
payers to have to pay taxes twice on the 
same income. Under present law in
dividuals pay State and local utility taxes 
and then are required to pay Federal tax 
on that same income, which is used to 
purchase needed electricity or gas. We 
must relieve this burden. 

I believe we must provide relief, espe
chally to our elderly who are on fixed 
incomes. These people must heat and 
cool their homes. With double-digit in
f:l.ation, how can we expect them to con
tinue to meet the costs of these neces
sities? Unfortunately, it is unlikely that 
fuel prices themselves can be controlled 
in the short term. Therefore, we must 
look for every reasonable approach to 
ease the burden of utility expenses for 
the American consumer. 

Mr. President, my bill is not a great 
drain on the U.S. Treasury. For fiscal 
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year 1980, the revenu~ l?Ss is estimated 
to be less than $128 milhon. The follow
ing table gives the calendar year and 
fiscal year revenue loss estimates for 
1980-84. These estimates are oversta~d 
because telephone utility taxes are .m
cluded, and they will not be deductible 
under my bill. 

Given the fairly low revenue loss esti
mates, I feel that this is a must-pB:Ss 
piece of legislation. We h~ve to ass1st 
our low-income and flxed-mcome f~m
ilies to meet their energy needs With
out suffering undue sacriflces and hard
ships. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the table and the text of my 
bill be printed in the REcORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
and bill were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

Estimated Revenue Loss • 

r Dollars in m1111on 1 

1980 1981 1982 1983 1984 

Calendar ---- 778 
Fiscal _______ 128 

933 1,120 1,344 1,612 
803 964 1,157 1,388 

• Source: Joint Committee on Taxation. 

s. 1591 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. ALLOWANCE OF DEDUCTION· 
(a) IN GENERAL.-8ection 164 Of the In

ternal Revenue Code of 1954 (relating to 
taxes) is amended-

( 1) by inserting immediately after pa.ra.
gra.ph ( 4) of subsection (a) the following 
new paragraph: 

"(5) Certain State and local ut111ty taxes.", 
and 

(2) by adding a.t the end of subsection (b) 
the following new paragraph: 

"(6) CERTAIN STATE AND LOCAL UTILITY 
TAXEs.-The term 'certain State and local 
utillty taxes' includes only a. separately
stated State or local ta.x imposed on or for the 
use of electrical energy, ga.s, or stea.m for 
heating and cooling the principal residence 
of an individual.". 

(b) DEDUCTION WITHOUT REGARD TO ITEM
IZED DEDUCTIONS.-

( 1) IN GENERAL.-8ection 63 of such Code 
(relating to definition of taxable income) is 
amended-

(A) by striking out "and" a.t the end of 
subparagraph (A) of subsection (b) (1), 

(B) by inserting after subparagraph (B) 
of subsection (b) (1) the following new sub
paragraph: 

"(C) the deduction allowed by section 164 
with respect to certain State and local 
utllLty taxes, and", 

(C) by striking out "a.nd" at the end of 
paragraph (1) of subsection (f), 

(D) by striking out the period at the end 
of paragraph (2) of subsection (f), and In
serting In lieu thereof a. comma. and the 
word "and", and 

(E) by adding at the end of subsection 
(f) the following new paragraph: 

"(3) the deduction allowed by section 
164(a.) (5) with respect to certain State and 
local ut111ty taxes.". 

(2) Conforming amendment for withhold
ing purposes.-8ubsection (m) of section 
3402 of such Code (relating to withholding 
allowances based on itemized deductions) is 
amended-

( A) by striking out subparagraph (A) of 
paragraph ( 1) and inserting in lieu thereof 
the following: 

"(A) t.he sum of-

" ( i) the estimated itemized deductions, 
and 

"(11) the deduction allowed by section 164 
(a.) (5) with respect to certain State and local 
utility taxes, over", and 

(B) by striking out "section 151" in para
graph ( 2) (A) a.nd inserting in lieu there
of "section 151 and section 164(a) (5) ". 

SEC. 2. EFFECTIVE DATE. 
The amendments made by the first section 

of this Act shall apply with respect to tax
able yee.rs beginning after December 31, 
1978, and with respect to State and local 
utmty taxes paid or incurred after that 
da.te.e 

By Mr. DOLE (for himself, Mr. 
HEINZ, and Mr. LUGAR): 

s. 1592. A bill entitled the "Financial 
Regulation Simplification Act of 1979"; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 
• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, today I am 
introducing the Financial Regulation 
Simplification Act of 1979. This bill was 
originally introduced in the House by 
Congressman STANTON, the ranking mi
nority member of the House Banking 
Committee, and has received broad sup
port there. 

Our bill is aimed at eliminating un
necessary costs and burdens imposed on 
the economy by Federal regulation. 

Mr. President, this bill both comple
ments and corrects an omission of Presi
dent Carter's Executive order of March, 
1977, "improving government regula
tion," by requiring the Financial Regula
tory Agencies to initiate the same type of 
regulatory reform as all other executive 
agencies are now required to undertake. 

The Financial Regulation Simplifica
tion Act requires that the Federal Fi
nancial Regulatory Agencies periodically 
review existing regulations in light of the 
bill's policy goals. Six specific policy cri
teria must be used as a standard in issu
ing any new regulations. 

First, the need for and purpose of the 
regulation are to be established clearly. 

Second, meaningful alternatives to the 
regulations must be considered before 
any regulation is issued. 

Third, compliance costs, paperwork, 
and other burdens on the financial in
stitutions, consumers, and public are to 
be minimized. 

Fourth, conflicts, duplications, and in
consistencies between the regulations is
sued by the Federal financial regulatory 
agencies are to be avoided. 

Fifth, participation and comment by 
other agencies, financial institutions, and 
consumers must be available. This does 
not mean, however, that formal, trial
type hearings on each and every proposed 
regulation are required. 

Finally, when regulations are issued 
they shall be as simple and clearly writ
ten as possible and understandable by 
those who are subject to the rules. 

Each agency is required to establish a 
program to insure the periodic review 
of existing regulations in order to achieve 
the objectives of the bill. So that agen
cies are held accountable to the Congress 
for implementing the provisions of this 
bill, each agency is to provide an annual 
report of its progress to the House and 
Senate Banking Committees. I would like 
to emphasize that we are not looking for 

another major report from the financial 
regulatory agencies. The required prog
ress report can be included in the regular 
annual report each agency submits ro 
Congress. 

COSTLY AND DUPLICATIVE REGULATIONS 

Over the years, financial regulations 
have provided significant benefits to con
sumers. But, at the same time, Federal 
financial regulatory agencies have not 
achieved their regulatory objectives in an 
efficient and cost-effective manner. The 
result, all too often, has been the imposi
tion of costly, duplicative and unneces
sary burdens on both financial insti tu
tions and consumers. At least 83 Federal 
agencies now issue regulations which di
rectly affect financial institutions, and 
216 Federal Government agencies have 
issued regulations which indirectly affect 
them. There are 64,000 pages of regula
tions which constitute an excess of 4,000 
regulations that are time consuming and 
often inconsistent. 

There is a growing library of research 
which demonstrates how staggering are 
the costs of Govemment regulation of 
business. However, the most disturbing 
aspect of this trend is that much more is 
involved than just direct costs. of regula
tory activities. Regulations contribute to 
our N&.tion's severe inflation problem. 
Productivity growth, a necessary ingre
dient of a healthy economy, is eroded. In
novation is stifled because of the smoth
ering effect of cumbersome regulations. 

While no accurate data is available as 
to the total cost of Federal financial 
regulation, the costs are certainly sub
stantial. It is clearly a responsibility of 
Congress in its oversight activities of fi
nancial regulatory agencies to carry the 
regulatory process only to the point 
where these added costs equal the added 
benefits of regulation. This legislation 
would help do that by requiring the agen
cies to consider the impacts of regula
tions on the financial community and 
consumers. 

This bill has received broad, bipar
tisan support in the House, where the 
Banking Committee passed it unani
mously last fall only to see it lost in the 
end-of-the-year crunch. It also has the 
backing of every major financial regula
tory agency-the Federal Depository In
surance Corporation, the National Credit 
Union Administration, the Federal Re
serve Bank· and the Federal Home Loan 
Bank Board. This support indicates a 
growing awareness that this type of re
form is much needed. 

By approving this bill, we can con
fidently say that we have contributed to 
restoring our Nation's economic health. 
We can begin to ease the regulatory bur
den facing our financial institutions and 
streamline the regulatory process that 
now binds them in redtape at every turn. 
I urge my colleagues to adopt this legis
lation for the sake of both our financial 
institutions and the American 
consumer.• 

By Mr. MORGAN (for himself and 
Mr. TSONGAS) (by request): 

s. 1595. A bill to establish a So~ar 
Energy Development Bank to help make 
available below-market interest rate 
loans for the purchase and installation 
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of solar energy equipment in commercial 
and residential buildings in the United 
States, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

SOLAR ENERGY DEVELOPMENT BANK 

• Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I am 
today introducing with great pleasure 
and pride the President's promised Solar 
Energy Development Bank Act. I am 
proud to be joined in this effort, on 
behalf of the administration, <by Senator 
TsoNGAS, my colleague on the Senate 
Banking Committee which should be 
considering the bill shortly. 

Earlier this year, Representative STEVE 
NEAL and I introduced identical bills in 
the House and Senate <H.R. 605 and S. 
524) to set up a solar bank that would 
make long-term, low-interest loans to 
people who want to utilize solar energy 
in their homes or places of business. 
The President in June, in his solar energy 
message to the Congress, called for 
creation of a national solar bank simi
lar in many respects to that proposed 
by Representative NEAL and me. While 
today's bill differs in some ways with 
the earlier proposals, I want to stress 
that we all now agree on the essentials. 
The bank would be authorized to pro
vide interest subsidies for home im
provement loans and mortgages to 
finance the purchase and installation of 
approved solar energy systems. The bank 
would pay upfront subsidies to banks 
and other lending institutions which 
would in turn permit them to make home 
improvement and mortgage loans for 
solar investments at interest rates below 
the prevailing market rates. 

Moreover, the interest subsidy would 
be provided for only that part of the 
home im:Provement or mortgage ioan 
which directly finances the solar invest
ment. The availa:bility of the subsidy 
would be conditioned on an appropriate 
warranty against defects. At least 60 
percent of the bank's subsidy payments 
would have to go to residential loans. 

The bank would be established with
in the Department of Housing and Urban 
Development, with corporate powers 
similar to the Government National 
Mortgage Association-"Ginnie Mae"
and the Secretaries of Housing, Treasury, 
and Energy would be ex officio members 
of the bank's board, along with board 
members chosen from the public. 

The President estimated that in its 
first year of operation, the solar bank 
would be able to finance over 100,000 new 
and retrofitted solar units, if funding for 
the bank at the recommended level of 
$100 million is provided by the Congress. 
The solar equipment contemplated is 
any equipment which uses either active 
or passive solar design and construction 
technologies; for example, solar hot 
water heating, solar heating and cool
ing, passive solar design, or some com
bination of these. 

Utilizing solar energy in place of pre
cious fossil fuels, particularly imported 
oil, is an objective, I believe, with which 
none of us disagrees. In the months and 
years ahead, we must find alternatives 
to oil and decrease our dependence on 
foreign governments for our energy sup
plies. Developing solar energy seems one 

of the best substitutes if we can find 
a way to use it effectively. Its applica
tions in the home benefit citizens di
rectly. 

We in the Senate Banking Committee 
this week have heard testimony from the 
Congressional Office of Technology, the 
Congressional Budget Office, and the 
Harvard Business School energy project 
that solar technologies are available now 
for ready application, and that what is 
necessary are the proper Government 
incentives. A solar bank which can dis
perse low-interest loan funds for energy
saving solar installations is one of these 
appropriate incentives. Moreover, tax 
credits for solar equipment-one of the 
existing incentives to move solar ener
gy-have not been of much benefit to 
moderate- and low-income families. I be
lieve the loan provisions of the Solar 
Bank Act will help overcome this prob
lem and that the two incentives working 
together will be effective. 

No one item, program, or single tech
nology will resolve America's present en
ergy problems. As the President an
nounced in his oil import reduction pro
gram 2 weeks ago to the Congress and 
to the American people, we must look to 
many actions, programs, and technolo
gies: better conservation, increased re
covery from domestic oil and gas de
posits, applications of new technologies 
in the synthetic fuels area, increased 
utilization of our abundant coal re
sources, and applications of alternative 
energy forms, such as wind, ocean ther
mal, geothermal, and solar. Our proposed 
solar bank will assist significantly and 
immediately in this endeavor.• 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 1075 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
Senator from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ScHWEIKER) and the Senator from Cali
fornia <Mr. CRANSTON) were added as co
sponsors of S. 1075, the Drug Regulation 
Reform Act of 1979. 

s. 1328 

At the request of Mr. HATFIELD, the 
Senator from Michigan <Mr. LEVIN) and 
the Senator from Washington <Mr. JACK
SON) were added as cosponsors of S. 1328, 
a bill to amend the Water Pollution Con
trol Act to provide an additional allot
ment of funds to certain States, and for 
other purposes. 

s. 1411 

At the request of Mr. CHILES, the Sen
ator from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) 
and the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
MELCHER) were added as cosponsors of 
S. 1411, a bill to improve the economy 
and efficiency of the Government and 
the private sector by improving Federal 
information management. 

s. 1488 

At the request of Mr. NELSON, the Sen
ator from West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1488, the 
Individual Savings Act of 1979. 

s. 1543 

At the request of Mr. NELSON, the Sen
ator from New Mexico <Mr. ScHMITT) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1543, a 

bill relatling to the tax treatment of qual
ified dividend reinvestment plans. 

SENATE JOINT RESOLUTION 41 

At the request of Mr. BURDICK, the 
Senator from Idaho <Mr. McCLURE) was 
added as a cosponsor of Senate Joint 
Resolution 41, to authorize the President 
to issue annually a procla.m.ation desig
nating that week in November which in
eludes Thanksgiving Day as "National 
Family Week." 

SENATE RESOLUTION 206 

At the request of Mr. ExoN, the Sena
tor from Nebraska (Mr. ZORINSKY), the 
Senator from South Dakota <Mr. Mc
GoVERN), the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
BENTSEN), the Senator from Arkansas 
<Mr. PRYOR), the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. PRESSLER) , th eSenator from 
Mississippi (Mr. COCHRAN), the Senator 
from Kansas <Mrs. KAssEBAUM), the 
Senator from Wyoming (Mr. WALLOP), 
the Senator from Wyoming <Mr. SIMP
soN), and the Senator from Moptana 
(Mr. MELCHER) were added as cospon
sors of Senate ResolUJtion 206, relating to 
the set-aside program for whea:t for the 
1980 crop. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 208-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED RE
LATING TO THE PURCHASE OF 
CALENDARS 

Mr. PELL, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, reported the 
following original resolution: 

S. RES. 208 

Resolved, That the Committee on Rules 
and Administration is authorized to expend 
from the contingent fund of the Senate, 
upon vouchers approved by the chairman of 
that committee, not to exceed $52,000 for the 
purchase of one hundred and four thousand 
calendars. The calendars shall be distributed 
as prescribed by the committe. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 209-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED AU
THORIZING THE PRINTING OF 
"IDSTORY OF THE COMMITTEE 
ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION" 
AS A SENATE DOCUMENT 
Mr. PELL, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, reported the 
following original resolution: 

S. RES. 209 
Resolved, That a compilation of materials 

entitled "History of the Committee on Rules 
and Administration", prepared by Floyd M. 
Riddick with the assistance of Louise M. Mc
Pherson, be printed, with Ulustrations, as a 
Senate document, and that rthere be printed 
one thousand seven hundred additional 
copies of such document for the use of that 
committee. 

SEc. 2. The document specified in section 
1 of this resolution shall be printed and 
bound with a paperback cover of the style, 
design, and color as the Committee on Rules 
and Administration shall direct. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 210-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED TO 
PERMIT A PHOTOGRAPH OF THE 
SENATE IN SESSION 
Mr. PELL, from the Committee on 

Rules and Administration, reported the 
following original resolution: 
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S. RES. 210 

Ruolved, That paragraph 1 of rule IV of 
the Rules for the RegUla,.tion of the Senate 
Wing or the United States Capitol (prohibit
ing the taking of pictures in the Senate 
chamber) be temporarily suspended for the 
sole purpose of permitting the United States 
Capitol Historical Society to photograph rthe 
United States Senate in actual session. 

SEc. 2 . The Sergeant at Arms of the Senate 
is authorized and directed to make necessary 
arrangements therefor, which arrangements 
shall provide for a minimum of disruption 
to Senate proceedings. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 211-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED TO 
PAY A GRATUITY 

Mr. PELL, from the Committee on 
Rules and Administration, reported the 
following original resolution: 

S. RES. 211 
Resolved, That the Secretary of the Senate 

herelby is authortzed and directed to pay. 
from the contingent fund o! the Senate, to 
Johanna B. Salvetti, widow 0'! Amelio Sal
vetti, .an emp~oyee or the Architect of the 
Qa.pirol assigned to duty in the Senate Res
taumnt at the time of his death, a sum 
equa.l to eleven mont'hs' compensation a.t the 
rate ihe wa.s receiving by la.w at the time or 
his death, said sum to be considered in
clusive or funeral expenses and all other 
allowances. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 212-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED 
WAIVING CONGRESSIONAL BUDG
ET ACT 

Mr. PROXMIRE, from the Committee 
on Bankling, Housing, and Ul'lban Affairs, 
reported the following original resolu
tion, which was referred to the Commit
tee on the Budget: 

S. RES. 212 
Resolved, That pursuant to section 402 (c) 

o! the Oongressiona.l Budget Acto! 19'7'4, the 
provisions of section 402 (a) of suCih Act are 
waived with respect to the consideration of 
S. 914. Sudh w:a,.iver is necessary beoa.use this 
legislatdon was not transmitted to the COn
gress until April 4 . This did not allow suffi
cient time for the Committee to give full 
oonsidera.tion to the bill lbefore May 15. The 
Committee notified the Budget Committee 
or this fact .and. as an interim measure, re
ported by May 15 a bill, S . 1150, contadning 
the major authorizations but leaving other 
matters UIM'eSOlved. S . 914, a.s amended, pro
vides for a slightly hitg'her authorization level 
but is st111 substantially below the amount 
provided in the First Congressional Budget 
Resolution. 

The effect or defeating consideration of 
this authorization will be to impede the ex
tension or the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act and to prevent the estab
lishment of a major new development financ
ing program under that Act. 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

e Mr. RIDICOFF. Mr. President, the 
Governmental Affairs Committee hear
ing regarding oversight of the Depart
ment of Energy Organimtion Act has 
been changed from 10 a.m. to 2 p.m .. on 
Tuesday, July 31. There will be two wit
nesses: James Schlesinger, Secretary of 
Energy, and Charles Curtis, Ohairman 
of the Federal Energy Regulatory Com
missi'On. The hearing will take place in 

room 3302, Dirksen Senate Office Build
ing. The DOE oversight hearing sched
uled for Wednesday, August 1, has been 
canceled.• · 

SELECT COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS 

e Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, theSe
lect Small Business Committee will hold 
a hearing on August 2, beginning at 9: 30 
a.m .. in the Russell Building, room 424, 
on small business and innovation. Wit
nesses will include the Small Business 
Administration's Chief Counsel for Ad
vocacy, Milton Stewart, and innovation 
task force members. 

Further information on the hearing is 
available from the committee office, 224-
5175.e 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

SUBCOMMrrrEE ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGY, AND 
SPACE 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Science, Technology, and Space Subcom
mittee of the Committee on Commerce, 
Science, and Transportation be author
ized to meet during the session of the 
Senate today to hold a hearing on S. 
1215, the patent policy bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Governmental Affairs be 
authorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Tuesday, July 31, 1979, 
beginning at 2 p.m. to hold an oversight 
hearing on the Department of Energy. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Foreign Relations be 
authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate on Wednesday, August 1, 
1979, to hold an executive session on 
the SALT II Treaty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Foreign Relations be au
thorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate on Thursday, August 2, 1979, 
to hold a hearing on SALT II. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

JOHN CONNALLY 

• Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, some
times in politics our personal passions 
take precedence over objective judgment. 
May I cite· a case in point. 

In 1972 when I was the Democratic 
Presidential nominee, Mr. John Con
nally headed an organization called 
Democrats for Nixon. This group spon
sored a series of television ads depicting 
me in what I thought then and still think 
was a painful distortion of my views. I 
was angry at the whole operation. So, 

when Mr. Connally announced his can
didacy for the Republican Presidential 
nomination a few months ago, I "lowered 
the boom." I frankly overdid it. John 
Connally is not as bad a candidate as I 
made him out to be. 

In any event, I have just finished read
ing an interview of Governor Connally 
by Alan Baron which appeared in the 
May-June 1979 issue of Politics Today. 
While I disagree with some of Mr. Con
nally's points, I find much of what he 
says to be good commonsense. 

I request that Mr. Connally's interview 
with Mr. Baron be printed in the RECORD. 

The interview follows: 
JOHN CONNALLY 

"I! you were producing a movie and asked 
central casting to send over a president," ob
serves Washington political consultant Mark 
Shields, "they would probably send John 
Connally." 

Indeed, Connally does look "presidential." 
His healthy complexion, excellent build, 
silver-white hair and pin-striped suits are 
part of it. But Connally also walks, talks and 
acts like a leader. And the qualities we 
usually identify with strong leadership
self-confidence, determination, toughness
come through in every appearance he makes. 
No one ever accused Connally of being a 
lightweight. 

During the last presidential campaign, 
Connally's image might have conveyed a bit 
of arrogance too. Back then, Americans were 
still recovering from Lyndon Johnson and 
Vietnam and Richard Nixon and Watergate. 
They were looking for other qualities-
humility, decency, humanity and normalcy
in their candidates. 

Thus, Gerald Ford made headlines when he 
buttered his own toast in the White House 
breakfast room. Jimmy Carter carried his 
own luggage and received high marks on 
the editorial pages of the New York Times 
for staying overnight in the spare bedrooms 
of supporters, and making his own bed the 
next morning. Carter, in fact, carried humil
ity and decency further than anyone else. He 
promised never to tell a lie. And he told 
audiences that he was "no more qualified 
than many of you to be president." 

Now, however, the polls report that people 
have concluded carter was indeed telling the 
truth-that he is no more qualified than 
many of them for the presidency. But they no 
longer find that an advantage. Americans are 
reacting against the very qualities they said 
they were looking for in 1976. Now they're 
seeking the strength, determination, shrewd
ness and political savvy that frightened them 
in candidates the last time around. 

They want a leader. And politicians who 
give off leadership "vibes" appear to be doing 
very well. In the Democratic pa,.rty, Sen. Ed
ward Kennedy is drawing far stronger re
sponses than he did when he tested the wa
ters, briefly, in 1974. Chappaquiddick seems 
less important now than then. In the Repub
lican party, more and more pros are turning 
to Connally and downplaying his indictment 
over the "milk fund" scandal and his iden
tification with the Nixon administration. 

Americans are a bit schizophrenic on the 
integrity-in-government issue. They want 
lea.ders who are honest, but they also want 
leaders who are shrewd. Ask a resident of a 
small town whether he believes his banker or 
his minister is more honest, decent, humble, 
open and fair, and chances are he'll say his 
minister. But ask him who he wants running 
the government and odds are he'll say his 
banker. 

It is the "banker" in John Connally to 
which his rise can be attributed. During 
Connally's various terms in public office
as Secretary of the navy under President 
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Kennedy, governor of Texas and secretary of 
the treasury under President Nixon-he 
made both friends and enemies; he was loved 
and hated; but never was he called naive, or 
indecisive, or wishy-washy. 

By Republican standards, J rohn Connally is 
a moderate. The CBS News poll taken in 
March at the Midwestern Republican Leader
ship Conference in Indianapolis showed him 
doing better among former Ford backers than 
among former Reaganites. But he didn't do 
badly with any ideological subgroup, a. fact 
that brings to mind another Connally asset. 
Like Carter in 1976, Connally is not clearly 
identified with either of the ideological fac
tions of his party. He is, in fact, drawing sup
port from the broad middle of the Repub
lican party-the same people who provided 
Richard Nixon's base. 

Connally's positions on the issues bear out 
the "moderate" tag. He opposes big govern
ment on grounds of efficiency rather than 
ideology. On the social issues (ERA, abor
tion, marijuana, gays) , his positions are simi
la.r to those of Jimmy Carter. On foreign pol
icy, he talks very tough-but few Connally 
supporters believe his policies on such issues 
as the Panama Canal and SALT would be dif
ferent than those of Jerry Ford. 

Because of some of these positions, and be
cause he was a Democrat until a. few years 
ago, Connally is particularly disliked by 
rightwing purists in the GOP. They are ex
pected to launch an anti-Connally campaign 
f&irly soon (although one key conservative, 
direct mail czar Richard Viguerie, won't be 
part of it; he likes Connally). 

The conservatives wlll, no doubt, concen
trate on the ethics issue. Connally has a. good 
answer-he tells audiences he is the only 
candidate who has been proven not guilty 
and he reminds them that his jury was 
mostly black. But questions are still being 
raised whose real impact may not be felt 
until next year's primaries. 

Until then, Connally will be traveling 
throughout the country, meeting with GOP 
pros and potential 1980 delegates. Recently 
he did just that in Boston and New Hamp
shire. This interview was conducted in his car 
and his hotel suite by Alan Baron, who is 
Washington editor of Politics Today. 

POLITICS TODAY : Let 's start With foreign 
policy. Few people have been publicly criti
cal of the president's role in the recent Mid
dle East negotiations, but a lot of private 
doubts are being expressed. What do you 
think the president's role should be from 
here on in? 

CONNALLY: I would like to see the presi
dent's withdrawal from the direct personal 
role that he is playing. Of course, withdrawal 
is not easy when one has been heavily in
volved. But I would like to see it happen 
because I think the ultimate solution is 
going to have to be one arrived at between 
the Arabs and the Israelis. In the meantime, 
we have to recognize that the Israelis oc
cupy a strategic position in the Middle East 
today that is far more critical for our nation 
than even the strategic position they oc
cupied in the past. 

PT: What about our relations with the 
Arab states other than Egypt? 

CONNALLY: I had hoped that this agree
ment could have been brought about in such 
a. way that at least the Saudis would have 
supported it. I certainly don't want to try to 
second-guess what the president has done. 
I just think that Americans should not as
sume that the problems in the Middle East 
have been solved. We wlll have to continue 
to work on them. 

PT: Do you agree with those who blame 
the shah's fall on the Carter administration's 
pressure on him to loosen up his control of 
the country? 

CoNNALLY: I think that certainly con
tributed to it. And I think President Car
ter's indecision in the final days was a clear 
slgna.l that we were abandoning the shah. 

I don't remember the precise words, but you'll 
recall that the president was saying that we 
s trongly support the shah, then in a matter 
of a week was saying he doubted that the 
shah could survive. Well, this was interpreted 
as a clear signal to the shah's enemies. Per
haps that is what the president intended, al
though ne gave the impression to most of us 
that he was trying to support the shah. 

I doubt that, in the final days, there was 
anything the president or anyone else could 
have done, because the United States itself 
was almost as much a target as the shah, 
and the mobs were in the streets at that 
point. I think they probably were uncon
trollable, although who knows? I am not 
privy to everything that went on. But we 
certainly played a. role in it. I am not criti
cizing that interference, I am just saying that 
we can't wash our hands and say we had 
no part of it. 

It seems to me that the decision should 
have been under consideration at least a 
year ago. Other countries of the world knew 
the shah was in trouble. The Israelis knew 
it six months or a year ago, I know. So did 
the French. And we should have known it. 
We should have been dealing with the shah 
then. We should have been telling him to 
hold his ground or leave the country or 
broaden his government or relinquish the 
throne or something, if we were indeed go
ing to protect our own interests. We should 
have had some policy, which obviously we 
didn't . 

PT: But our failure to foresee develop
ments in Iran cannot be placed solely with 
Carter, can it? 

CoNNALLY: No, I suspect that part of it 
goes back to the time when we were instru
mental in reestablishing the shah on the 
throne. I am sure some of it went back 
that far , so I don't intend to imply that all 
of it is President Carter's fault. Not at all. 
I think some of the underlying weaknesses 
of the shah's position certainly predate Presi
dent Carter's inauguration. 

PT: How do you feel about our policy in 
Africa? 

CoNNALLY: I think the policy with re
spect to South Africa, Southwest Africa and 
Rhodesia is all wrong. All three countries 
ue trying to bring about democratic rule. 
We insist on a. one-man, one-vote concept, 
yet when they had an election in South
west Africa---in which 80 percent of the peo
ple voted---we claimed it didn't count, that 
it would have to be done under UN super
vision. We want to bring in a. Marxist terrorist 
from Angola and have him participate. In 
Rhodesia, Ian Smith, however belatedly, came 
to recognize that he had to change his 
structure of government and turn over con
trol to the blacks in his country. So he got 
an interJ..m settlement, but we say that's 
not good enough, that we're not going to 
support that interim settlement until they 
bring in a self-confessed Marxist terrorist 
operating out of Mozambique. 

Now there's pressure for economic sanc
tions ag·a.lnst South Africa, and I think it's 
counterproductive. I dc-n't think it helps the 
black man of South Africa. one bit and that's 
who we're trying to help. We are trying to 
bring about a. change in the structure of 
that government. I think it's a legitimate 
objective of this nation to try to see that 
there is an expansion of human rights and 
human freedoms. But we ought not to con
fuse our commitment to principles with the 
application of policies against particular 
countries where it is counterproductive and 
harmful to that country and to ourselves as 
well. 

PT : Let's switch to some domestic issues. 
Some people have suggested that American 
wheat should be used as a weapon in world 
trade, much as the Arabs use oil. Would you 
favor a. "wheat cartel"? 

CoNNALLY. I don't like cartels. And I have 

to say that I would not want to see us 
initiate nor create a. wheat cartel. But I 
think we, in this country, are first going to 
have to learn the value of economic power. 
Second, we're going to have to learn how to 
use economic power. We still live with the 
myth that foreign policy is dictated solely 
by armies or by the mystique of diplomacy. 
The truth is that armies are maintained by 
sound economies. If you don't have a sound 
economy and a sound currency, you're not 
going to have any of the other things. 

PT: Governor Brown and others are push
ing for a constitutional convention. What's 
your view? 

CONNALLY. I don't favor a constitutional 
convention unless it can be limited to one 
item relating to deficit spending. 

PT: You were a friend and supporter of 
Lyndon Johnson's. What do you think-in 
retrospect-of the Great Society? Was the 
concept wrong, or the implementation? 

CONNALLY. Unfortunately, I think Presi
dent Johnson's motives were never quite 
translated into effective action. During the 
mid-sixties, when I was governor of Texas. 
I tried to tell him then that he was passing 
too many programs, instituting too many 
changes. We had to administer many of 
these programs, but we were not equipped to 
effectively and efficiently administer them. 
They came too fast. People couldn't assimi
late them. We couldn't organize to cope with 
them. Expectations were built beyond the 
hope of realization. It resulted not only in 
frustra·tions, but in1ficiencies, fraud, cor
ruption and waste. 

The assistant attorney general told a con
gressional committee, just a few days ago, 
that the Justice Department could turn in 
any direction and find fraud and corruption. 
He estimated that loss to the government 
might run as high as 10 percent of the total 
budget. That is an incredible figure-$50 
billion a year. Congress has to make up its 
mind that it must now reconstitute the ad
ministration of those programs, redefine the 
purposes of many of them, tighten the en
tire operation from the congressional act 
iteslf right through the entire administra
tion of the programs to the ultimate bene
ficiary. 

PT: Then is your basic objection to these 
programs pragmatic--or do you oppose them 
on a conceptual or ideological basis? 

CoNNALLY. I think that there is a role for 
government to play and that the human 
needs of some people in this country have 
to be met. I think there are certain people 
in this society who can't provide for them
selves, and I think we've progressed as a 
people and a society to the point where none 
of us want to see them heartlessly dealt with. 

I do think there are limits, so my argu
ment is not with the stated purpose of many 
of these programs. My argument is that they 
have gone to excess, they're too expensive, 
the administration is too loose, there's too 
much fraud, waste and inefficiency in the 
whole system and it has to be curtailed be
cause it puts a tax burden on too many 
people who don't deserve it. 

We ought to approach our problems basi
cally from the standpoint that we're going 
to try to provide an economic system in 
this country that's expansive enough to give 
everybody who's able-bodied and wants to 
work an opportunity to find a productive 
job. That ought to be our principal goal. 
That perhaps, once we've done that, we 
ought to have criteria that do not reward 
the indolent, the lazy, the shiftless or the 
chiseler. But on the other hand, we ought to 
devise criteria that make available govern
mental programs to the truly needy of this 
country. 

PT: Some conservative Republicans say 
you're not really one of them. How would 
you categorize yourself politically? 
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CONNALLY: Well, you know, I've always 
tried to refrain from categorizing myself. I 
don't llke people who try to put you in llttle 
pigeonholes. What is a conservative? What 
is a llberal? What is a moderate? What is a 
llbertarian? Everyone has their own defini
tion of those terms. I've always tried to avoid 
that. I simply say, "Ask me whatever you 
like, whatever issue concerns you. I'll give 
you my views. You then make up your own 
mind what I am." Because on some things, on 
financial matters, no question but what I'm 
conservative. On many of the so-called llber
tarian civil rights issue, I think I'm a liberal 
in the Jeffersonian sense. I'm not a collectiv
ist. This Is where I fall out with those who 
today call themselves llberals. I don't think 
they're llberals; I think they're collectivists. 
Here again, I'm using one of those expres
sions, but I belleve in individual human 
rights , personal freedoms and personal op
portunities. Individual opportunities. 

PT : Let me ask you about some specific 
civil rights and civil Uberties issues. To start 
with, the voting rights act, which allows the 
federal government to supervise election 
rules in areas where a low proportion of the 
population votes-was it needed? 

CoNNALLY: I don't really know. I think in 
a way it was an attempt on the part of a lot 
of politicians to point the finger at certain 
parts of the country and I certainly don't 
think we needed to apply it to Texas. Blacks 
were voting there and had been !or a long, 
long time. The very idea that we were put 
under it I thought was ridiculous. I don't 
think it hurt us any, but I just thought It 
was an insult to the state that need not have 
been. 

PT : But outside of Texas ... what about 
In Georgia, where only about 5 percent of 
the blacks voted before the federal law? 

CoNNALLY: I! indeed there was some state 
restriction, either expressed or impUed, that 
either prevented them !rom voting or made 
it uncomfortable !or them to vote, then I 
think it might well have been justified. I 
think we have long since passed the point 
where we can justify any restraints on the 
right of people to vote in this society. 

PT : The Supreme Court's Bakke decision 
outlawed quotas in university admissions 
policies, but it allowed race to be taken into 
consideration on an individual basis. How did 
you feel about that decision? 

CoNNALLY: I think I agree with the Bakke 
decision, although I think that some of the 
criticism from both sides is probably justi
fied-which tells me that the Bakke deci
sion was probably a wise one. I'm not sure 
it's wise to determine entrance requirements 
solely on the basis of students' ratings on 
particular tests. When we look at young 
lawyers coming into our law firm, our tend
ency is to take the easy route, to look at 
grades. But grades don't always tell the story 
and many of the best lawyers in our firm 
made mediocre grades in law school. People 
develop differently and at different stages of 
their llves. So I think there's some justifica
tion !or giving the university latitude in ap
plying standards other than grades alone. 
The part of the Bakke decision that particu
larly appeals to me is the outlawing of 
quotas. I'm against quotas and I don't think 
we ought to establish quotas in any sense, 
In any form, in any situation that I know of. 

PT: As governor of Texas, did you take 
affirmative action-did you make special ef
forts to reach out to minorities? 

CONNALLY: I did. I appointed the first 
black ever to serve on the Board of Correc
tions, which governed our prison system. I 
found a very qualified black and when I 
first announced the appointment, the !eellng 
in the State Senate (which had to confirm 
him) was overwhelmingly negative. We 
worked, we worked and we worked and-I've 
forgotten the precise vote-but I think there 
were only three votes against him. I named 
the first Mexican-American secretary of state, 

which was my top appointment. I made a. 
number of other appointments, particularly 
from the black community, and I named !our 
women to the boards of regents at uni
versities. 

PT: Let me ask you about some of the so
called social issues, such as marijuana . . . 

CoNNALLY: I don't know enough about 
marijuana. I! I thought somebody were push
ing it, somebody were importing It, yes, I'd 
throw them in jail. I! I thought it was an in
nocent kid smoking it !or the first time, or 
smoking it !or a kick, or to see what effect 
it would have on him, no, I wouldn't . But I 
don't want to leave the thought that I'd be 
permissive. I'm a square when it comes to 
things like that. 

PT: How about the issue of gay rights? 
California rejected a proposal to ban gay 
teachers from the schools. Those in op
position to the proposal included both 
Ronald Reagan and President Carter. How 
do you !eel? 

CoNNALLY: Theirs would be my position 
too, although again, I'm not comfortable 
with the idea that things such as homo
sexuality should be treated permissively. It's 
not normal , natural human behavior. But 
I know that there are a. number of homo
f:exuals in society and I certainly don't 
think that they ought to be den.ed the 
right to make a living. I think it is a ques
tion of individual behavior. If they don't 
bring it into their classrooms, iJ! it doesn't 
infiuence their teaching, and particularly 
if it doesn't result in any kind of an impact 
on the studlents, then I certainly don't 
think that they ought to be prevented !rom 
teaching. But 1f indeed it does have some 
impact on children, particularly young 
children. then I would look at it differently. 

PT: Abortion? 
CoNNALLY: I am against any federal 

funding of abortions. I'm also against any 
constitutional amendment relating to the 
subject in one way or the other. 

PT: The ERA? 
CONNALLY : I'm for it. 
PT: You're known to have some strong 

feelings about reforming governmental 
processes. How do you !eel about the in
vestigation into Carter's peanut operations? 
Do you think a special prosecutor is needed? 

CONNALLY: My basic feeling is that 
Griffin Eell and the people In the Justice 
Department are competent, that they are 
able, that they're honest and that they have 
a d'Uty to investigate such things. I think 
they have the capacity to do it, I think they 
have the courage to do it, and I think they 
have the dedication to do it. I'm not opposed 
to a special prosecutor, but I'm not ad
vocating one. 

PT: You've made some suggestions about 
limiting the terms of elected officials . . . 

CONNALLY: I think, frankly , that we've 
reached the point where the country would 
be better served by a president serving one 
six-year term, who didn't have to run for 
reelection. At the same time, though, I don't 
think we ought to restrict just the president, 
who's already restricted to two four-year 
terms. I think we ought to restrict sena
tors to one six-year term or one eight-year 
term and representatives to four two-year 
terms. 

I think this would change the whole proc
ess of government. It would have an enor
mous impact on the number of b1lls that 
are considered, the manner in which statutes 
are written, the manner in which regulations 
are permitted. I think it would have an 
impact on the size of congressional staffs. 

I! a senator never had to be reelected and 
had an eight-year term, I think that he would 
then be willing to address himself to the 
fundamental problems of this country such 
as energy, an Intelligent farm program, pro
grams that encourage savings and reinvest
ment, programs that stimulate research and 

development that will have an impact nve, 
ten, fifteen years from now. Under the pres
ent system, otncials constantly look at a prob
lem in terms of how it's going to impact their 
own political future. I think it's time we quit 
looking at the political future of lndlvidua.ls 
and started looking at the national Interest 
of the country. 

PT: Wouldn't that cut into the power of 
unions and other Interest groups? 

CONNALLY: I don't think It necessarlly 
would, no. They would all have an oppor
tunity to elect the senators. They'd probably 
study t.hem a little closer than they do now. 

PT: One final question. You've talked quite 
a bit about reforming the system. I! you're 
the nominee, would you change the current 
system, 1! that's what It can be called, !or 
selecting vice-presidential nominees? 

CONNALLY: Yes. At least 30 days before 
the date of the cppvenlng of the convention, 
I would submit three names, any of which 
would be perfectly agreeable with me, and 
then let the delegates and the prees have 30 
days to look at them, to write about them, 
to question them, to probe their backgrounds. 
That's a minimum. I haven't fully decided, 
but I might go even further. 

I think the matter of the selection of a 
vice-president has been both haphazard and 
unfortunate-haphazard in nearly all cases 
and unfortunate in some recent Instances. 
I think it is a job that should have more 
deliberate consideration by the convention 
and I would certainly do at least that much. 

As to who I'd choose, I would want some
one that I think would make an excellent 
president. And I wouldn't be the least con
cerned about him being smarter or more able 
than I was, or more politically acceptable. 
I think this idea of a president being afraid 
of his vice-president Is ridiculous. I would 
choose the ablest man I could get my handS 
on.e 

THE SENATE REPUBLICAN LEADER 

e Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, the 
July 30, 1979, issue of U.S. News & World 
Report contains an excellent article 
which gives well-deserved recognition to 
our distinguished Republican leader, 
HOWARD BAKER. The article, written by 
John w. Mashek, reviews events and ac
complishments in HOWARD BAKER'S life, 
as well as some of the positions he has 
taken as a U.S. Senator. I know that 
there will be great interest in this article. 
and I ask that it be printed in the REcORD. 

The article follows: 
HOWARD BAKER TAKES AIM AT CARTER'S 

SoUTHERN TURF 
Howard H . Baker, Jr., Is all !or keeping a 

Southern accent in the White House-his 
own, not Jimmy Carter's. 

The boyish-looking Tennessean is promot
ing himself as the Republicans' best hope In 
1980 of wiping out the President's vital power 
base In Dixie, an edge that enabled Carlter 
to nearly sweep the South and Border states 
en route to a narrow victory over Gerald Ford 
in 1976. 

Baker's team today concedes only Georgia., 
Carter's home state, in a match-up between 
the two below the Mason-Dixon Line. "We'd 
give Car.ter fits in the South, and the White 
House knows it." an aide asserts. 

In the expanding field of nine Republican 
candidates, Baker lacks the strong name 
identification of frontrunner Ronald Reagan, 
the aggres.Eive flamboyance of John Connally 
or the experienced campaign staff of George 
Bush. 

Yet many analysts are predicting that 
when the race for the presidential nomina
.tion goes down the stretch, Baker will be one 
of the contenders. 
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Cited as the Senator's prime assets: A cen
trist political approach that is acceptable to 
a broad range of Republicans, a campaign 
style described by admirers as one of "quiet 
and reassuring competence" and an enviable 
public pulpit as minority leader for 41 GOP 
members of the Senate. 

SALT OPPONENT 

In .that leadership capacity, Baker already 
has announced his opposition to the stra
tegic-arms-limitation treaty with the Soviet 
Union. The 53-year-old lawmaker denies that 
his decision is tied to his presidential cam
paign or is an attempt to placate GOP voters 
still angry over his vote last year to approve 
the Panama Canal treaties. 

While Baker does not plan to enter the 
presidential race officially until autumn, he 
makes clear on the campaign trail tha.rt; his 
announcement is only a formality. As he told 
an audience in New Hampshire recently: "I 
am a candidate for the Republican nomina
tion, and I plan to win. I think I have the 
best chance of being elected." 

Baker's political career has come a long 
way since he was elected to the Senate in 
1966. ALthough that victory marked the first 
popular election of a Republican senator 
!rom Tennessee, he was known primarily in 
those days as "Ev Dirksen's son-in-law." 

In 1951, Baker married Joy Dirksen, 
daughter of Senator Everett McKinley Dirk
sen of IlUnois. Dirksen, who died in 1969, 
served as Senate Republica~ leader for 10 
years and was acclaimed by friends and foes 
as one of the most gifted orators in congres
sional history. 

It wasn't until 1973 that Baker became a 
national figure in his own right-then under 
distasteful circumstances as ranking Repub
lican on the select Senate committee inves
tigating the Watergate scandal and its 
cover-up in the Nixon White House. 

"WHAT •. • WHEN?" 

Millions watching the televised hearings 
saw Baker prod patiently and persistently 
into the tangled case, finally-in the most 
remembered question of the investigation
demanding of John Dean, Nixon's chief ac
cuser: "What did the President know, and 
when did he know it?" 

Zealous Nixon supporters accused Baker 
o! hounding the President, while Nixon foes 
complained that he leaned in favor o! the 
White House in the committee's closed ses
sions. The senator insisted that he viewed 
his Watergate role as a "down the middle" 
interrogator, playing no favorites. 

Throughout the investigation, one of 
Baker's associates recalls, "It was painful for 
him to see friends come up to testl!y and 
unravel the story." 

In speeches today to Republicans, Baker 
recalls the "humiliation and embarrass
ment" he felt for his party during the Water
gate period. But he quickly adds that, with 
a conservative trend, the GOP not only sur
vived, but "today the country is singing our 
song," and Republicans have an opportunity 
in 1980 to win the White House and control 
o! the Senate. 

Baker is no stranger to the rigors of public 
life. His family is rich in political tradition 
in the mountains of East Tennessee, and he 
often refers to himself as a "congressional 
brat." 

Baker's father was elected seven times as 
U.S. representative from Tennessee's second 
district. When the lawmaker died in office in 
1964, Baker's stepmother, Irene Bailey Baker, 
won a special election and completed the 
term. Both of Baker's grandfathers held pub
lic office; one as a judge, the other a sheriff. 

ORATOR AT 11 

It wasn't surprising when Howard H., Jr., 
born in Huntsville, Tenn., on Nov. 15, 1925, 
won a public-speaking contest at age 11. In 

such a politically oriented family, he recalls, 
it was necessary to speak up. 

Baker attended public schools in Hunts
vllle but finished high school in 1943 at a 
mllitary academy in Chattanooga.. He volun
teered at 17 for the Navy's V-12 program 
during World War II to study electrical engi
neering. He went on to serve aboard a PT 
boat in the South Pacific and was discharged 
as a lieutenant (Junior grade) in 1946. 

When he returned from service and en
tered the University of Tennessee, Baker 
says, he intended to get an engineering 
degree. "The engineering line was too long 
on registration day," he reports. "The line 
!or law school wasn't, so I ended up there. 
I'm ashamed to admit it, but it's true." 

Baker got his LL.B. degree in 1949, having 
served as president of the student body in 
his final year. 

Joining a Huntsville law firm started by 
his grandfather in 1885, Baker gained such-a 
courtroom reputation as an able speaker and 
tough cross-exa.mtner that several times the 
state hired him as a special prosecutor. 

In one case, Baker represented four ma.jor 
coal companies against the United Mine 
Workers and won a 1-mlllion-dolla.r settle
ment. He also found time to engage in bank
ing and land-development businesses. 

Under a federal ethics law, Baker recerutly 
filed a. financial statement that reported as
sets of at least $625,000. His income from 
January 1, 1978, to April 30, 1979, was $319,
ooo, in addition to his senator's salary of 
$57,500 annually. 

Baker's first run for public office was un
successful. He passed up near-certain elec
tion to his :father's House seat to run !or 
the Senate in 1964. In a special election for 
the late Senator Estes Kefauver's seat, Baker 
lost by 50,000 votes to Democrat Ross Bass 
but piled up a record vote total for a Re
publican candidate in Tennessee. 

Two years later, Baker came back to win 
a Senate seat by defeating former Demo
cratic Governor Frank Clement by 100,000 
votes. 

Baker went on to two comfortable re
election victories, beating Democrat Ray 
Blanton in 1972 by some 275,000 votes and 
turning back a challenge by wealthy Demo
crat Jane Eskind last fall by more than 
175,000 ballots. 

In the Senate, Baker has focused more on 
the Republican leadership and orga.niza.rt;ion 
than issues, although he took a top role in 
winning approval of legislation for revenue 
sharing. 

Baker attempted to succeed father-in-law 
Dirksen as minority leader in 1969 and ran 
again in 1971, losing narrowly both times to 
Senator Hugh Scott of Pennsylvania. Baker 
won the post by one vote in 1977 by defeat
ing Senator Robert Griffin of Michigan after 
Scott retired. He was re-elected earlier this 
year without opposition. 

As GOP leader, Baker has cultivated 
friendships in all wings of his party. Three 
close Senate associates are liberal Charles 
Mathias of Maryland, moderate Bob Pack
wood of Oregon and conservative John Tower 
of Texas. 

An admiring colleague says that Baker 
"does not lead by forcing people together 
and leading a charge, but leads more by 
nudging people from the side." A conserva
tive senator, however, criticizes him for 
being too cautious and not partisan enough 
at times. 

Baker's voting record over the years 
matches his philosophical image. The con
servative Americans for Constitutional Ac
tion has given him a 67 percent rwting while 
the liberal Americans for Democratic Actfon 
has scored him with 13 percent. 

BLACK SUPPORT 30 PERCENT 

Baker calls himself a moderate. He has 
opposed busing for integration of schools 
but has favored open housing and voted for 

the constitutional amendment giving con
gressional representation to residents of the 
District of Columbia. In Tennessee, Baker 
was able to capture some 30 percent of the 
black vote in his last Senate race. 

Baker's support last year of the Panama 
Canal treaties remains a sore point among 
some conservative activists, who view it as a. 
disloyal act to the Republican Party. Ques
tioned about it now, Baker responds: "I think 
it was the right vote, not a. Republican or 
Democratic vote. I was not pulling Jimmy 
Carter's chestnuts out of the fire." 

On the stump, Baker is an articulate, but 
low-key, performer. He ad-libs most speeches, 
at times with his hands stuffed in his pockets. 
He rarely raises his voice-to the despair o! 
some backers who think that he should be 
more animated. 

PARTY UNITY STRESSED 

Baker likes to tell jokes and is not reluc
tant to make himself the target. A theme 
that he keeps bringing up on the road is the 
necessity for party unity, reminding fellow 
Republicans o! their disputes of the past: 
"The only way we can snatch defeat from 
the jaws of victory in 1980 is through intra
party savagery." 

A favorite Baker sally on the issue of in
fia.tion: "It's the biggest unpunished crime 
in the country today." 

At 5 feet 7 inches tall, Baker can get lost 
in a crowd. But he handshakes his way com
fortably through a mob of voters, makes 
small talk with ease and has a. good memory 
for names. 

Baker is aware of another problem that he 
may have to confront in the campaign
gossip about his wife who is a reformed 
alcoholic and has publicly acknowledged 
her battle with the bottle. Friends report 
that she hasn't had a drink in more than 
three years. 

Intimates say that Mrs. Baker blamed her 
drinking problem for her hubsa.nd's being 
passed over for the GOP vice-presidential 
nomination at the Kansas City convention in 
1976. Baker was widely known to be one of 
the finalists, but President Ford finally 
chose Senator Bob Dole of Kansas for what 
insiders say was Dole's strength in the !arm 
belt. 

"It was the low point of his political ca-
reer," recalls a Baker aide. 

Although a dedicated and ambitious poli
tician, Baker doesn't spend all his time on 
public platforms or in smokefilled rooms. He 
is an avid photography buff who maintains 
darkrooms in his Washington and Huntsville 
homes and has exhibited his photographs, 
with older people and historical landmarks 
as specialties. He likes to turn the tables on 
the press and snap pictures of startled re
porters when they approach him. 

Baker makes frequent trips to his Hunts
ville home to stay in contact with Tennessee 
voters. 

The Bakers have a married son, Darek, 26, 
working in a bank in Murfreesboro, Tenn., 
and a daughter, Cynthia, 23, who is an as
sistant television producer in Nashville. 

Fighting a tendency to grow pudgy, Baker 
turns to tennis for exercise. He is a non
smoker but will drink an occasional gin wnd 
tonic. 

Associates report that the senator prefers 
to deal with staff members in person rather 
than by memorandum. He has a. temper, 
aides say, but it usually is confined to quick 
bursts of anger when confronted by what he 
regards as sloppy work. 

Most recent public-opinion polls rank 
Baker second or third among Republican 
presidential candidates-not bad, his strate
gists say, tor a man who still has not offi
cially announced. 

While Baker's name is hardly a household 
word across the country, his supporters were 
cheered by a recent ABC News-Harris survey 
that showed the Tennessean edging Carter 
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46 percent to 45 percent in a head-to-head 
test. 

Thats' just a sample, say the senator's 
b31ckers, of why Republicans should sele<:t 
their kind of Southerner-Howard Baker
to lead them back into the White House in 
1980 .• 

ILLINOIS BRICK DECISION 
• Mr. HART. Mr. President, S. 300, leg
isiation designed to reverse the Supreme 
Court's decision in Illinois Brick Co. 
against Illinois, is once again on the 
Senate Calendar. I am a cosponsor of 
this bill and urge my colleagues to give it 
careful consideration. 

In Illinois Brick, the Supreme Court 
held that indirect parties, such as State 
governments, do not have the right to 
sue and seek damages for violations of 
Federal antitrust laws. This decision has 
had serious consequences for State gov
ernments across the Nation. Its effect 
has been to put an end to a long and 
responsible history of State antitrust 
enforcement activity. 

s. 300 is supported by all 50 State 
attorneys general. In a recent letter, 
J. D. MacFarlane, the attorney general 
of my own State of Colorado, summar
ized the ways in which the Illinois Brick 
decision affects the State of Colorado 
and its citizens. His letter vividly dem
onstrates what is at stake for every State 
in the Nation and every American tax
payer. This letter makes a compelling 
case for the passage of legislation to 
overturn Dlinois Brick. I urge my col
leagues, in the course of the debate on 
this issue, to consult with the attorney 
general of their own State to see just 
what their State has to lose if the Illi
nois Brick decision is not reversed. I 
request that Attorney General MacFar
lane's letter be printed in the RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
THE STATE OF COLORADO, 

DEPARTMENT OF LAW, 
Denver, Colo., July 12, 1979. 

Re S. 300 Illinois Brick Legislation. 
Hon. GARY HART, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR HART: I am writing to en
courage your continued support for S. 300, 
the bill which you are co-sponsoring for the 
purpose of overturning the Supreme Court's 
1977 decision in the Illinois Brick case. As 
you know, the Illinois Brick case, which took 
away from indirect purchasers the right to 
recover da.mages under the antitrust laws, 
has seriously impeded antitrust efforts at the 
state level. I want you to know exactly how 
serious that impact has been in the State of 
Colorado. 

The State of Colorado has benefited signifi
cantly from its antitrust program. For exam
ple, in the Tetracycline litigation, in which 
the state and consumers within the state who 
purchased price-fixed drugs were all indirect 
purchasers, the state and consumers recov
ered $'7154,274.00. The unclaimed portion of 
the Colorado fund has been used for anum
ber of years as a trust fund for drug rehabili
tation within the state. 

In the recent Master Key antitrust litiga
tion the State of Colorado participated in a 
distribution of over $15 million to states 
and local governmental entities throughout 
the nation who had purchased, indirectly, 
master key systems and finish hardware for 
use in public buildings. Colorado was allo
cated $188,167.06, which wa.s distributed to 
all public entities within the state. The dis
tribution amounts ranged from a low of a 

few dollars to certain small towns up to 
significant amounts for school districts with
in the state (e.g., Jefferson County School 
District received $15,923.57, Denver schools 
received $13,707.69) . Not one cent of these 
recoveries would have been possible had the 
Illinois Brick ruling applied to the Master 
Key case. 

Fortunately, the case was settled during 
the trial in late 1976 before the Supreme 
Court decided Illinois Brick. Attached to this 
letter is a list of institutions of higher edu
cation and school districts in a great num
ber of states which reoeived significant 
amounts of money in the Master Key settle
ment. Each school district and institution 
of higher education listed in the enclosure 
would have been unable to recover a single 
dollar of its taxpayers' money 1! the same 
case were filed today. 

The Illinois Brick rule significantly im
pacts on pending cases also. Faced with dis
missal of all indirect claims in the Western 
Sugar Antitrust Litigation, Multidistrict 
Litigation No. 201, the State of Colorado to
gether with nine other states recently entered 
into a settlement agreement with the de
fendant sugar companies. The amount of the 
settlement was significantly lower than we 
had anticipated would be the recovery at the 
outset of the case in 19'75. However, the vast 
majority of states had no direct purchases 
at all, and Colorado had an extremely limited 
number of such purchases. Therefore rather 
than face virtually certain dismissal of the 
indirect claims by the judge in the case, we 
agreed to settle with the defendants at what 
we considered a significant discount on our 
anticipated return in that litigation. 

We face similar problems in our Cement 
litigation and Fine Paper litigation. Thus 
far we have been able to stay alive, for ex
ample, in the Cement litigation because of 
a number of cost-plus contracts which are a 
significant exception to Illinois Brick. How
ever, it is too early in either of those cases to 
determine whether or not we wm be able to 
press our claims since a great number of our 
purchases are , at least in traditional terms, 
indirect purchases. 

The Illinois Brick rule also significantly 
impacts upon the decisions our office makes 
regarding cases in which we will become in
volved. For example, the United States De
partment of Justice has in the past several 
months filed a criminal antitrust action 
against major manufacturers of gas meters, 
and another against manufacturers of water 
heaters. It goes without saying that the end 
users of each of these products--the persons 
who absorb the overcharge without having 
the ab1Uty to pass it on-are consumers. Yet 
there has not been one consumer action filed 
under the Sherman Act against these manu
facturers because consumers always purchase 
these items indirectly, through retailers or 
other middlemen. 

Let me summarize, then the ways in which 
the Illinois Brick rule significantly impacts 
the State of Colorado and its citizens: 

( 1) Colorado citizens and governmental en
titles who absorb overcharges from antitrust 
violations cannot recover those overcharges. 

(2) Substantial recoveries from earlier 
cases which have been returned to consumers 
and local governmental entitles can no longer 
be recovered in future cases. 

(3) Antitrust enforcement at the state 
level, particularly against large manufactur
ers who sell into the state, is significantly 
weakened. 

(4) Collusive activities which prior to Il
linois Brick could have been stopped or 
would have been discouraged by the threat of 
treble damage actions by indirect purchasers 
may now flourish. 

(5) An important inflation-fighting tool 
has been removed from those most likely to 
use it. 

(6) Pending cases have been seriously af
fected and in some instances compromised 

at far less than they might have been with
out the advent of Illinois Brick. 

It goes without saying, of course, that every 
state with an active antitrust program is 
su.tering the same disabilities as a result of 
Illinois Brick. 

It is important to emphasize that reversal 
of Illinois Brick will simply return the law 
to what it was prior to June, 1977. It is not 
true that S. 300 creates a novel and horren
dous anti-business procedure. There is noth
ing new about injured parties recovering 
damages from prlce-fiKers-no matter where 
the injured party appears on the chain of 
distribution. Innumerable cases during the 
sixty-five years of the Clayton Act demon
strate that far from being a novel procedure 
indirect purchaser suits have a time-worn 
heritage. 

I appreciate your strong support fur this 
important legislation. 

Very truly yours, 
J. D. MACFARLANE, 

Attorney General, 
State of Colorado.e 

TIME BOMB 
e Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, we 
are all concerned and saddened by the 
tragedy of hundreds of Utah citizens 
who were exposed to heavy doses of 
radiation fallout during tests of atomic 
bombs by the Government of the United 
States in the 1950's. During the recent 
congressional hearings before the Sub
committee on Health of the Senate Ju
diciary Committee, many of these great 
Americans testified to what had befallen 
them and reiterated their continued be
lief in the good of our Government and 
country. 

Senator ORRIN HATCH, my gracious 
colleague who works so long and hard 
to represent the good people of Utah, 
recently wrote an article that appeared 
in the Washington Post which dealt with 
the character of these people who have 
suffered so much. I was moved by the 
words spoken by the fallout victims, by 
their sincerity and patriotism, and I was 
moved as well by the empathy and car
ing so well expressed by my colleague as 
he pondered the sacrifices and resolu
tion of his fellow Utahans. I commend 
this article to all of my colleagues. 

The article follows: 
TIME BOMB 

The radiation issue drags on. 
Last week, those of us on the health sub

committee of Sen. Edward Kennedy's Judici
ary Committee held further hearings on the 
problem. Everyone is doing their best. Yet 
we have not yet satisfactorily resolved what 
I personally find the most distressing po
litical question of my career. 

I usually get up early. But at 5 a.m. on 
April 20, even my metabolism was unsure 
about the new day. It wasn't helped by tech
nical difficulties with the feed to ABC's 
"Good Morning America" show in New York, 
which had us waiting on camera for 25 min
utes in KTVX's Salt Lake City studio, grimly 
contemplating the subject of the upcoming 
interview-the increasing evidence that fall
out from atomic weapons tests in Nevada 
in the 1950s has been responsible for abnor
mal rates of cancers and leukemia in south
ern Utah. 

On the show with me was Elmer Pickett, 
a farmer from the small town of St. George, 
Utah. St. George has been hard hit. I had 
held a town meeting there three days ear
Her, and knew Pickett had lost nine mem
bers of his family to these diseases. 

Yet when the program began and host Tom 



July 27, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL .RECORD- SENATE 21123 

Schell finally turned to him, Pickett leaned 
forward and with great natural dignity em
phasized that he still believed there was a 
need for the nuclear tests . Obviously, things 
had gone wrong. But he wanted it under
stood that he was not bitter against America, 
the greatest country in the world. 

It is one thing to read, in the clinical lan
guage of the Atomic Energy Commission's 
Fallout Branch, that "if, for certain purposes. 
the RBE (Relative Biological Effectiveness) 
of alpha rays is taken to be 10, this implies 
that. for these processes. an alpha ray dose 
of one-tenth Rad will produce the same de
gree of biological effect as an X-ray dose of 
one Rad . .. Dose in 'Rem' = Dose in Rad x 
RBE . ... " 

It is another to see consecutive sections of 
your audience break down in tears as the 
terminal sufferings of their loved ones. who 
were in some cases exposed in one day to 12 
times the millirems now considered permis
sible for a whole year, are recalled from the 
witness stand. 

The issue is particularly agonizing for con
servatives like myself. (In 1978, the quarterly 
magazine "Politics" ran a survey and award
ed me the ambiguous accolade of being one 
of the five most conservative senators). For 
years, we have advocated a strong national 
defense. We have instinctively tended to fa
vor the tough-minded practical and eco
nomic case for nuclear power over the fre
quently emotional counterarguments. Now. 
the contentions of those we dismissed have 
apparently returned to haunt us, in pecu
liarly horrible form. 

Even worse. we can see no easy escape 
from the nightmare. Our need for energy 
cannot be solved without nuclear power. The 
defense fears of the early 1950s, when weap
ons testing •began, were very real. Contem
porary scientific opinion was sincerely mis
taken about the risk.--and some risk is un
avoidable, as it is in most human activity. 
The sort of bureaucratic coverup that seems 
to have continued under every administra
tion since then. while appalling, cannot ulti
mately be eradicated without a change 1n 
the nature of men--or, at any rate, of civil 
servants. 

I have proposed blanket compensation for 
victims of cancer in the affected area. This is 
admittedly a profligate, Great Society-type 
approach. It has been criticized, fairly, by 
those who point out that it is impossible to 
distinguish between radiation-caused can
cers and ones that would have occurred any
way. I find myself on the left of permanent 
officials at HEW. a rare moment that is dis
orienting to all of us. 

Even my press aide, the 1972 McGovern 
delegate of whom we are very proud-we 
keep him in a special glass display case, and 
he worries about the environment--has res
ervations. These, incidentally, are shared sur
prisingly widely in Utah itself. 

Yet how else can we treat a community of 
Elmer Picketts? For, despite all the publicity, 
southern Utahans have remained calm. They 
are not even making any concerted demand 
for help with their medical bills, asking only 
that a medical center specializing in cancer 
be established nearby. In an era when .patri
otism has been unfashionable, they still re
member their country. In a society where 
importunity is institutionalized and re
warded, they have remained patient. Other 
nations need whips and scorpions to inspire 
this sort of social discipline. 

Forget about the ideology and the agitated 
politicians. The forbearance of ordinary 
Americans in the face of all their govern
ment's vacillations and mistakes is on any 
reckoning an awe-inspiring phenomenon 
that truly distinguishes this country. 

At the climax of "The Bridges at Toko-Ri," 
James Michener's powerful novel of the 
Korean War, when the Navy pilot is shot 
down and killed, in a war he questions. of 

which his countrymen are barely aware, his 
e.dmiral asks rhetorically, "Why is America 
lucky enough to have such men? They leave 
this tiny ship and fiy against the enemy. 
Then they must seek the ship, lost some
where on the sea. And when they find it, they 
have to land upon its pitching deck. Where 
did we get such men?" 

In the stoicism with which these men and 
women of southern Utah are facing the most 
profound personal tragedies, we see again the 
same ultimate political mystery.e 

SOVIET SALT POLITICS 

e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
current debate over the SALT II Treaty 
has thus far paid too little attention to 
Soviet SALT politics. Some seem to feel 
that the only relevant political process 
on SALT takes place here in the United 
States. 

In a recent op-ed article in the Wash
ington Post, former CIA Director Wil
liam Colby e1fectively counters this self
centered view. Mr. Colby points to So
viet concessions during the SALT II ne
gotiations and states that the new SALT 
Treaty "is the culmination of a series of 
mutual compromises and concessions, to 
which the Soviets contributed in sub
stantial measure." He warns, I believe 
correctly, that a failure to ratify SALT 
II could seriously a1fect a future leader
ship transition in the Soviet Union. 

Failure of U.S. ratification thus could open 
a political interstice in which strategic 
weapons would be without agreed controls 
during a Soviet succession struggle. Wholly 
new policies and positions could be advo
cated by contenders for power and for sup
port within the Soviet leadership. An agree
ment fully ratified before the passing of 
Brezhnev could, of course, be subject to ac
tual if not legal repudiation by his successor, 
but tha.t would be a. much more difficult a.nd 
dangerous defiance of American power than 
drastic proposals for Soviet "amendments" of 
a text still not formally adopted by the two 
governments. 

Mr. President, I request that this 
thoughtful and important article be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The article follows: 
SoVIET SALT PoLITICs 
(By William E. Colby) 

Weapons systems, m111tary forces and in
telligence machinery are the stuff of SALT 
II. Debate rages over each of these to the 
bewilderment of the public and the delight 
of the experts. But there ·is another dimen
sion to the debate, which is as important as 
any single detail. The political background 
of the treaty, within the Soviet Union and in 
the international arena, must be factored 
into the eventual decision on ratification, 
amendment or rejection. Only by including 
this dimension can its individual details be 
given their proper weight. 

The Soviet Union's political process is cer
tainly different from the American. But dif
ferent interests and points of view do exist 
in the Soviet system, and there are proce
dures for resolution of tlhose differences 
within the bureaucracy, the party apparatus 
and the leadership councils. From the record 
of negotiations of SALT II, it is clear tha.t a 
number of balancing trade-offs took place 
in the Soviet negotiating position a.nd 1n 
Soviet acceptance of the final version. Hard
headed Soviet insistence on retaining the 
heavy missile was balanced by Soviet accept-
ance of equal aggregate force totals, de
spite earlier arguments that our Europe-

based and allied nuclear forces that can 
strike the U.S.S.R. should be included 1n the 
American count. American insistence on 
counting rules was accepted despite their 
penalizing some single-warhead Soviet mis
siles and launchers by counting them a.s 
multiples because their prototype was so 
tested. 

Some Soviet concessions were more ap
parent than real, such a.s the agreement to 
abandon the mobile SS16, which wa.s ap
parently a. dud. But others will require sub
stantial changes in established Soviet prac
tices, such as the destruction of 250 existing 
Soviet launchers, the limit to one new mis
sile instead of the usual four per genera
.uon, the exchange of data on forces and test 
notifications despite longstanding Soviet 
paranoia about secrecy, and the restriction 
of the heavy missile to 10 warheads rather 
than allowing it to ~be improved to carry its 
full capab111ty of 30 or more. The final text 
also represents Soviet acceptance of future 
improvements in America's forces through 
the MX missile and cruise missiles, the lat
ter compromise balancing American agree
ment that the Soviet Backfire not be count
ed, with limitations imposed on each side's 
weapon. 

These Soviet concessions reflect a. Soviet 
political decision that the benefits of SALT 
II to the U.S .S.R. outweigh them. The pri
mary benefit was the ca.p it put on the Ameri
can arms race and the danger tha.t the 
American sleeping giant might arise and out
distance the Soviets in this technology in the 
same dramatic wa.y it did in the 1960s space 
race. Recognition as a.n essentially equal 
superpower also represents a. long-sought So
viet goal , and SALT ll's numerical a.nd qual
itative provisions ma.ke this plain. 

But a. sense of the bargaining that occurred 
among Soviet decision-makers can be seen 
from the Soviet reaction to President Carter's 
March 1977 suggestion to "amend" the agree
ment reached in 1974 a.t Vladivostok to re
duce the Soviet heavy-missile force from 300 
to 150 launchers. The reaction was sharp and 
harsh, showing that the 1974 trade-offs were 
viewed as firm rocks in the negotiated 
balance, not subject to later rearrangement. 
Americans blithely contemplating similar 
amendments now should recall the criticism 
of the naivete and brashness of the American 
diplomacy in that instances. 

The final text of SALT II reflects these 
compromises made within the Soviet gov
ernment, just as it reflects the compromises 
made within the U.S. government. The treaty 
before the Senate thus does not satisfy every 
Soviet interest, a.s it does not satisfy every 
American. But it is the culmination of a 
series· of mutual compromises and conces
sions, to which the Soviet contributed in 
substantial measure. The Soviet politica.l 
consensus this refiects is a fact that must 
be weighed as the Senate now judges the 
treaty. 

Ratification, of course, is different subject 
in the two countries, but the review requLred 
for Senate ratification could find an analogy 
on the Soviet side if the treaty is not ratified 
and an obviously a111ng President Brezhnev 
dies. The succession crisis then would seize 
the Soviet leadership. Previous successions 
suggest tha.t this would produce an interim 
period of confusion and maneuvering, follow
ed by the rise a few years later of a new leader 
a.nd the possible adoption of new policies. 

Failure of U.S. ;ratification thus could 
open a political interstice in which strategic 
weapons would be without agreed controls 
during a Soviet succession struggle. Wholly 
new policies and positions could be advo
cated by contenders for power and for support 
within the Soviet leadership. An agreement 
fully ratified before the passing of Brezhnev 
could, of course, be subject to actual if not 
legal repudiation by his successor, but that 
would be a much more difficult and danger-
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ous defiance of American power than drastic 
proposals for Soviet "amendments" of a text 
stlll not formally adopted by the two 
governments. 

American allles, the Soviet Union and Its 
allies and the uncommitted nations closely 
observe the firmness and competence of the 
American management of the strategic arms 
relationship between the United States and 
the U.S.S.R. Brlnksmanshlp and provocation 
would draw criticism, but indecision and 
weakness would. create doubts. As concern 
has grown over American leadership In the 
fields of energy, international finance and 
assistance to embattled friends, so disarray 
and lack of an American consensus in the 
strategic nuclear field could cause qualms 
about basic alliance relationships and could 
bring about shifts in the center of political 
gravity from the United States toward the 
U.S.S.R. 

As the debwte moves to include these broad 
political dimensions beyond the details of 
SALT II, It should also stimulate considera
tion of the other problems America. faces with 
respect to the SOviet Union. These must in
clude our conventional-force imbalance and 
the problem of dealing with Soviet subver
sion and Cuban proxies. We must also fa.ce 
up to the need for firm support of our friends 
and allies against outside siren songs or in
ternal turmoil, despite cries for our non
interference. 

This dimension need not "link" all our 
problems with the SOviets to SALT II and 
make it hostage to our satisfaction across 
the board. But it should alert us to the need 
to fashion appropriate policies, programs and 
weapons to protect ourselves and our allies 
at each level of threat. In this larger political 
dimension, the benefits of SALT II can be 
b~ter appreciated for the talents and re
sources it will free to devote to other pur
poses. The "small step for man" presented in 
SALT II can then be firmly taken by Ameri
cans as a component of a "giant step for 
mankind" that a stable U.S.-U.S.S.R. rela
tionship could produce.e 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 

e Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, 
20 years ago, President Eisenhower in
stituted the celebration of Captive Na
tions Week as an annual tribute to the 
peoples of Eastern Europe who were 
forcibly subjected to Soviet-style totali
tari·an communism and denied the de
velopment of their cultural identities. 
Belying their official designation as 
"people's democracies," Soviet satellite 
states have systematically suppressed 
the human rights of their citizens and 
deprived them of those political liber
ties central to genuine democmcy. At
tempts to cast off the stifling yoke of 
tyranny or otherwise promote gradual 
social and political refonn have been 
brutally crushed by governments who 
perceive in these yearnings an un
acceptable challenge to their own legiti
macy. Hungary in 1956 and Czechoslo
vakia in 1968 stand as but two testa
ments to the valor of those willing to 
suffer in pursuit of freedom as well as 
to the ruthlessness of those desperate to 
eradicate it. 

Nevertheless, it is a revealing com
mentary on the resilience of this undy
ing quest for a libem.lized system-and 
the bankruptcy of the Communist sys
tem itself-that, even as the forces of 
repression have grown more pervasive 
and sophisticated in their application, 
the spirit of freedom is not destroyed 

but rekindled. While the West seems 
transfixed by the specter of enhanced 
Warsaw Pact military power in Europe, 
a Polish Pope elicits frenzied acclama
tions in his native l•and by observing 
simply that no political regime can deny 
the spiritual essence of freedom. The 
aspirations embodied in the human 
rights provisions of the Helsinki Final 
Act cannot be restrained by cynical 
governmental resistance to honoring 
international obligations. 

On this 20th anniversary of the proc
lamation of Captive Nations Week, the 
United States must reaffirm its commit
ment to encouraging political liberali
zation in Eastern Europe and respect for 
basic human rights. Indeed, the progress 
made to date in relaxing state control 
appears an inevitable concession to the 
intensity of popular feeling and expres
sion. Unlike the pious but unrealistic 
declarn.tions of the past concerning 
physical rollback of the Iron CUrtain, 
the liberation we see unfolding involves 
the more immediate and effective mani
festation of an unfettered will to survive 
in freedom. No measure of physical 
oppression, however ruthlessly enacted, 
can quell the independent spirit nour
ishing hopes for a life free of coercion. 
The governments of Eastern Europe 
contemplate with trepidation the restive
ness of ethnic minorities and others 
whose indomitable yearning for inde
pendence threatens a supposedly tightly 
woven political fabric. Each act of re
pression only encourages further defi
ance and inflames nationalist sentiment. 

In commemorating captive Nations 
Week, we honor our own commitment to 
democratic pluralism and the extension 
of political liberties to those unjustly 
deprived thereof. Beyond a natural de
fense of the democratic concept, our 
concern for the WE:lfare of "captive" 
peoples reflects an appreciation of the 
enormous contributions made toward 
strengthening our own democmcy by 
those Eastern Europeans who emigrated 
to our shores. Our efforts today testify 
to the courage of those "prisoners of 
conscience" who share with us the hope 
that the chains of political and cultural 
bondage will someday be broken and the 
freedoms we cherish will be realized. • 

THE FRAUD HOTLINE 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I wish to 
take this opportunity to report to my col
leagues on the progress of the fraud hot
tine established last January. 

My colleagues will recall that this hat
line was established at my request, and 
with the strong support of the former 
ranking member of our Legislative Ap
propriations Subcommittee, the distin
guished Senator from Pennsylvania ·(Mr. 
SCHWEIKER). 

The hotline was installed at the Gen
eral Accounting Office with the coopera-
tion of Comptroller General Elmer 
Staats. 

I first made the suggestion for the 
hotline at a December 4, 1978 hearing 
which we conducted on fraud in Gov· 
ernment. 

The hotline allows any concerned citi
zen with knowledge of fraud and abuse-

in any Federal program-to report that 
knowledge to a General Accounting Of
fice Special Task Force for the Preven
tion of Fraud. The anonymity of any 
caller will be respected-the name of 
the caller need not be given to the task 
force. In 62 percent of the cases, the 
caller has chosen to remain anonymous. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the fraud hotline number be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the number 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

FRAUD HOTLINE 

The national toll free fraud hotllne 1a 
800-424-5454. In the Washington, D.C., met· 
ropolitan area the number is 633-6987. 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a description of 
the GAO fraud hotline procedures be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the descrtp ... 
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

GAO TASK FORCE HOTLINE PROCEDURES 

Each caller on the GAO "Fraud Hotline" 18 
interviewed following the general format ot 
a data collection form, with a. separate con· 
trol number assigned to each call. This wlll 
be used to track those allegations which 
appear substantive through later verification 
of facts and investigation if warranted. The 
type of information GAO is attempting to 
record is: 

Federal agency or source of Federal funds/ 
material involved in the allegation. 

Specific locations where the action 1s al-
leged to be taking place. 

Recurring or one time? 
Length of time activity has been going on. 
Extent of activity (some idea of number of 

people involved). 
Estimate of dollar value involved. 
The GAO Task Force will provide an initial 

screening of the calls to eliminate those 
which are obviously non-substantive. Those 
which appear to be substantive but relate to 
program effectiveness and emciency rather 
than fraud wUl be referred to the operating 
divisions of GAO for consideration ln their 
audit work. Those which appear to be allega
tions of fraud w111 be coordinated with the 
appropriate agency Inspector General for tn· 
vestigatlon. In the event the agency Inspector 
General is unable to respond in a timely man
ner because of manpower llmitations or pri
ority of on-going work, GAO will perform a 
verification of facts relative to the allega
t ion ut111zing regional omces. This data wlll 
be evaluated by GAO and a decision made 
relative to referral to the Department of 
Justice for possible prosecution. 

FmST 6 MONTHS PROGRESS 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, during the 
first 6 months of operation-the period 
of January 18 through July 23, 1979-
over 6,000 allegations had been written 
up by GAO Task Force personnel. 

The task force is now in the process of 
classifying the 6,000 allegations-as to 
materiality, agency, and program in
volved, and geographic location. 

Initial computer analysis of the first 
5,437 allegations is complete. The follow
up on these hotline leads has begun. 
Additional calls are being received daily, 
and will be handled by the same process. 

MIX OF CALLS 

Of the 5,437 allegations review"ed so 
far. 3,611 or 66 percent appear to have 
sufficient substance to merit further con
sideration for audit or investigation. 
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<The other 34 percent relate to non
Federal activities or lack sufficient fac
tual information to justify further con
sideration for audit or investigation at 
this time.) 

The 3,611 allegations that merit fur
ther consideration for audit or investiga
tion have been received from 50 States, 
the District of Columbia, and overseas 
locations. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a State-by-State listing of the 
locations of these 3,611 hotline allega
tions be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 

There being no objection, the listing 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Location of reported activity 

Washington, D.C---------------------- 207 
Alabama ----------------------------- 72 
Alaska ------------------------------- 12 
Arizona ------------------------------ 50 
Arkansas - - ----- - --------------------- 47 
California ---------------------------- 366 
Colorado ----------------------------- 74 
Connecticut -------------------------- 21 
Delaware ----------------------------- 6 
Florida ------------------------------ 180 
<3eorgia ----------- - ------------------ 108 
Hawaii ------------------------------- 7 
Idaho -------------------------------- 17 
Illinois ------------------------------- 97 
Indiana ------------------------------ 53 
Iowa --------------------------------- 31 
F(ansas - ------ - ----------------------- 18 
Kentucky ---------------------------- 56 
Louisiana ---------------------------- 59 
~aine ------------------------------ - - 18 
~aryland ---------------- - ----------- 87 
~assachusetts ------------------------ 73 
~ichigan ----------- - ---------------- 121 
~innesota ---- - --- - - - ---------------- 26 
~ississippi -- - -------------- - -- - ------ 52 
~issouri -- -- ------------------------- 120 
~ontana ---- -- ---------------------- 23 
Nebraska __ ___ -- ------ - ---------- - -- - 17 
Nevada - ------------------------------ 10 New Hampshire_______________________ 16 
NewJersey ____________________________ 74 
New ~exico___________________________ 25 
New York _____________________________ 177 
North Carolina________________________ 68 
North Dakota______ __ ____ ____ __ _______ 16 

Ohio ------------------- - --- - --------- 180 
Oklahoma -------------- - - - ----------- 54 
Oregon ------ - ----------------------- 27 
Pennsylvania ----------- - ------------- 177 
Rhode Island------------------------- 14 
South Carolina________________________ 20 
South Dakota_________________________ 19 

Tennessee ---- - ----------------------- 158 
Texas -------------------------------- 133 
Utah --------------------------------- 15 
Vermont ----------------------------- 1 
Virginia ------------------------------ 146 
Washington -------------------------- 86 
West Virginia------------------------- 30 
Wisconsin ---------------------------- 44 
Wyoming ---------------------------- 2 
Overseas ----------------------------- 18 
~issing State Codes___________________ 84 

AFFECTED FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President, the 3 611 
hotline allegations that have been 'se
lected for further consideration for audit 
or investigation affect virtually every 
major department or agency in the Fed
eral Government. We have compiled a 
list of the affected Federal agencies. I ask 
unanimous consent that an agency-by
agency listing of the affected Federal 
agencies be printed in the RECORD at 
this point. 

There being no objection, the listing 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

LIST OF AFFECTED FEDERAL AGENCIES 

Department of Agriculture _____________ 132 
uepartment of Commerce______________ 41 
Department of Defense (other than Air 

i''orce, Army, Navy)------------------ 96 
Department of the Air Force ____________ 120 
Department of the ArmY--------------- 182 
Department of the Navy ___ _____________ 199 
Department of Energy_________________ 42 
Department of Health, Education and 

Welfare (other than SSA, OE) -------- 299 
Social Security Administration (Welfare 

SSI) ------------------------------- 501 
Office of Education____________________ 39 
Department of Housing and Urban De-

velopment -------------------------- 263 
Department of the Interior _____________ 126 
Department of Justice_________________ 92 
Department of Labor __________________ 331 
Department of State _______________ ---- 16 
Department of Transportation __________ 102 
Department of the Treasury (other than 

IRS) ------------------------------- 51 Internal Revenue Service _______________ 236 
Community Services Administration____ 36 
Environmental Protection Agency______ 60 
<3eneral Services Administration________ 98 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin-

istration --------------------------- 17 
Small Business Administration_________ 28 
Tennessee Valley Authority____________ 18 
United States Civil Service Commis-

sion ------------------------------- 19 
United States Postal Service ____________ 134 
Veterans Administration _______________ 184 
All other ______________________________ 149 

TYPES OF ALLEGATIONS RECEIVED 

Mr. SASSER. Of the 3,611 allegations 
selected for further consideration, about 
38 percent are instances of apparent 
mismanagement. Generally, these alle
gations will be dealt with through the 
audit process rather than the investiga
tive process. 

In contrast, the remaining 62 per
cent-2,249 allegations-appear to be 
instances of intentional wrongdoing or 
fraud. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table and a short narrative 
categorizing the 2,249 allegations of in
tentional wrongdoing be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no obiection, the table 
and narrative were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 

Participant category: 

No. of Percent 
Allegations of total 

1. Federal employees only____ 693 30.8 
2. Federal employees in con-

junction with others___ 212 9 . 4 
3 . Federal contractors or 

grantee organizations___ 523 23. 3 
4. Corporate recipients of 

Federal financial assist-
ance ________________ ___ 11 .5 

5. Individual recipients of 
Federal financial assist-
ance ___________________ 500 22.2 

6 . Other individuals or cor-
porate entities __________ 310 13.8 

2,249 100.0 

The "Federal employees only" category 
included 84 allegations of theft, 68 allega
tions of private use of government property, 
178 reports of employee working hour abuses, 
178 reports of improper financial transac
tions, and 185 reports of other improper 
activities. 

The "Federal employee in conjunction 
with others" included 122 allegations of a 
bribe or kickback having been paid, 3 alle
gations of extor.tion and 87 miscellaneous 
other allegations. 

The "Federal contractor/grantee" category 

included 208 allegations of improper expend
iture of <3overnment grant funds, 47 alle
gations of contract nonperform·ance, 52 re
ports of the theft of <3overnment funds or 
property and 216 other allegations of various 
natures. 

The category "Corporate recipients of Fed
eral financial assistance" involved 11 in
stances ()f improper receipt of subsidy funds. 

The "Individual recipients of <3overnment 
financial assistance" included 133 allegations 
of welfare cheating, 95 of cheating on social 
security benefit eligibility, 94 of collecting 
inappropriate disability benefits, 35 of cheat
ing on veterans benefits, 24 instances of food 
stamp cheating, 38 of medicare/ medicaid 
cheating and 81 Inlscellaneous allegations. 

The six.th and finra.l category, "Other indi
viduals or corporate entities" included 186 
allegations of personal and corporate in
come tax cheating and 124 other allegations 
of improper activity. 

WIDESPREAD REPORTS OF WRONGDOING 

Mr. SASSER. Mr. President the in
stances of alleged intentional wrong
doing is widespread throughout the ,Fed
eral Government. Intentional wrongdo
ing has been reported involving the funds 
of every one of the 12 Cabinet depart
ments of the Federal Government. These 
cases involve activity in all 50 States and 
the District of Columbia. 

REFERRAL OF CASES TO AGENCY INSPECTORS 
GENERAL 

Mr. President, we are now getting close 
to the bottom line. I hope my colleagues 
will be encouraged to hear that the Gen
eral Accounting Office has already re
ferred 1,174 of these cases to agency In
spectors General for their action. 

What this means is that there are 1,174 
cases of intentional wrongdoing now 
in the hands of Inspectors General
cases that probably would never have 
been investigated had it not been for 
the establishment of the fraud hotline 
in January 1979. 

LIST OF REFERRALS 

I ask unanimous consent that an 
agency by agency list of the 1,17 4 cases 
that have been referred to agency In
spectors General or their equivalents be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: 

Department or agency and cases referred 
Health, Education and Welfare_______ 284 

Labor -------- - --------------------- 141 
Housing, Urban Development_________ 171 

Defense ----------- - ---------------- 154 
IRS -------------------------------- 76 
Veterans Administration_____________ 56 
<3eneral Services Administration______ 58 
Agriculture ---------- - ------------- 43 
Post Office__________________________ 26 

Interior ------- - ---- - - - ------------- 27 
Environmental Protection Agency_____ 23 
Transportation ________________ --- _ _ 19 

Energy -------- - -------------------- 13 
Commerce ------------------------- 11 
Justice ----------------------------- 15 
TTeasury ------ - ------ - -- - ---------- 16 
Small Business Administration_______ 8 
NASA ----- - -- -- -------------------- 7 
Law Enforcement Assistance Admin-

istration ------------------------- 11 
<3AO ---------- - -------------------- 10 
Community Services Administration__ 4 
Office of ~anpower and Budget_______ 1 

Total referrals __ ______________ 1, 174 

In addition, 15 cases have been re
ferred directly to the Department of Jus-
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tice of their investigation or prosecu
tion. 

Mr. President, I urge the various 
agency Inspectors General to actively 
follow these cases to their conclusion. 

Mr. President, I want to extend my 
thanks to the Comptroller General, Mr. 
Elmer Staats, who has aggressively pur
sued our suggestion for a nationwide 
hotline.e 

HEALTH CARE 
e Mr. DURENBERGER. Mr. President, 
sometimes our best intentions go awry. 
Try as we might to build a better life for 
all citizens, we occasionally find our
selves with egg on our faces and asking, 
"What went wrong?" 

Such is too often the case with our 
confusing system of health care. The 
irony and waste of our present system is 
not hidden in pages of statistics. Exam
ples abound in our everyday world. Just 
ask 66 Roman Catholic priests in 
Spokane, Wash., who are required by a 
Supreme Court decision to pay for ma
ternity insurance as part of their group 
policy. 

The changes in Roman Catholicism 
during the past two decades have been 
dramatic. Among other innovations, we 
have a Polish Pope and English has re
placed Latin. I will guarantee you, how
ever, that maternity insurance for 
priests is as unnecessary as a gold watch 
for extended service for members of 
President Carter's Cabinet. 

Our health care system too often 
treats everyone the same. Consumers of 
health care have too few choices. For 
most of us our health care costs are cov
ered by a single group policy offered by 
our employer or by medicare. The op
tions are few. We pay for benefits we do 
not need, as in the case of the 66 priests, 
or we are unable to obtain benefits that 
are necessary. 

The results are unnecessary expenses 
or inadequate coverage for consumers 
and extra costs for employers and the 
Government. 

On July 12 I introduced the Health In
centives Reform Act of 1979 that would 
change this system. Under this proposal, 
consumers would have the option of 
choosing the best coverage for their 
situations. Their benefits would be no 
more and no less than they actually 
need. Once we have given consumers the 
ability to choose the plan that suits their 
purposes, we have established a system 
in which all members of the health care 
industry are competing for the available 
business. Time and again we have seen 
the effects of competition in the market
place-better quality service and lower 
costs. 

An important goal of the Health In
centives Reform Act is to make the con
sumer's choice a knowledgeable one. Ac
cording to this plan, most consumers 
will be able to select from among three 
competing options-each one printed in 
easy-to-understand language. 

Mr. President, the inherent waste in 
our present system must be eliminated. 
As a reminder of the state of our cur
rent system, I ask that the story of the 
66 priests as related in the July 27 Wash-

ington Post be printed in today's 
RECORD. 

The article.follows: 
POLICY FORCES PRIESTS TO PAY FOR MATERNITY 

SPOKANE, WASH., July 26.-The comp
troller of Spokane's Roman Catholic Diocese 
says he nearly "fell off his chair" when he 
learned that all 66 priests covered on a 
group medical policy now have to pay 30 
cents a month extra-for maternity benefits. 

The priests are required to pay because 
a U.S. Supreme Court antidiscrimination 
ruling mandates that employers holding a 
group medical policy covering 15 or more 
workers must pay for maternity benefits for 
all employees, the sa.m.e coverage as for any 
other illness. 

Since there are 66 priests on the diocesan 
policy, they must pay !or the maternity 
benefits even though they do not need them. 

"It's crazy. I just about !ell off my chair. 
It is silly to be paying for benefits we will 
never collect," said the Rev. Theodoric De
Jong, diocesan comptroller. "We are paying 
something !or nothing. It's not so much the 
money, it's the principle o! the thing." 

"It would have to be a double miracle," 
DeJong said jokingly. "First of all a priest 
would have to have a baby, and then-be
cause o! the cellibacy vows-it would have 
to be an 'Immaculate Conception'." 

The priests were covered by a plan that 
excluded maternity coverage until April 
1977 when Blue Cross o! Washington and 
Alaska incorporated the diocesan policy with 
policies covering about 1,600 other groups 
ln a community rating package.e 

NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 
AND RURAL AMERICA 

e Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, the 
United States Department of Agriculture 
just released a report entitled "Health 
Care in Rural America." This report con
firms that nonmetropolitan areas have 
fewer health resources available to them 
than metropolitan areas. Nonmetropoli
tan residents have greater unmet health 
needs than metropolitan residents. 
These special needs include larger aged 
populations, lower incomes, hazardous 
occupations, and lower educational 
levels. 

Mr. President, we are failing to im
prove conditions for those areas greatest 
in health needs-this Nation's rural 
areas. 

Congress will continue to debate the 
issue of a national health insurance pro
gram. The Finance Committee, of which 
I am a member, will be intimately in
volved with the development of some 
form of program designed to provide 
greater health insurance coverage to 
Americans. 

Central to the discussion over the pa
rameters of expanding the Federal Gov
ernment's role in health care is the issue 
of cost and affordability. How much can 
we afford to invest in a new venture and 
is our goal to make health care finan
cially affordable to every United States 
resident? 

A less obvious issue, but just as cru
cial, is improving the availability of 
health care to those located in medically 
underserved rural areas. If these resi
dents do not have access to basic pri
mary health services, then all the money 
in the world will not improve their 
health status. 

The Health Care in Rural America re-

port demonstrates once again that we 
have failed to attract and retain health 
care providers in rural areas in an effort 
to raise the health status for rural 
America. 

This fact, this reality, must be a key 
component of our dialog over enlarg
ing the Government's participation in 
health care. I would urge that any new 
program address the acute health care 
shortages for rural communities.• 

NOTICES OF DETERMINATION BY 
THE SELECT COMMITTEE ON 
ETHICS 

e Mr. STEVENSON. Mr. President, it is 
required by paragraph 4 of rule 43 that 
I place in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD this 
notice of a Senate employee who proposes 
to participate in a program, the prin
cipal objective of which is educational, 
sponsored by a foreign government or a 
foreign educational or charitable orga
nization involving travel to a foreign 
country paid for bY that foreign govern
ment or organization. The Select Com
mittee on Ethics has received a request 
for a determination under rule 43 which 
would permit Mr. Murray Zweben, Par
liamentarian of the Senate, to partici
pate in the visitors program of the 
press and information section of the 
Federal Republic of Germany during the 
period from August 20 to September 1, 
1979. It has been determined that Mr. 
Zweben's travel, at the expense of the 
Government of the Federal Republic of 
Germany, is in the interest of the Sen
ate and the United States. 

Mr. President, it is required by para
graph 4 of rule 43 that I place in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD this notice Of a 
Senate employee who proposes to par
ticipate in a program, the principal ob
jective of which is educational, spon
sored by a foreign government or a for
eign educational or charitable organiza
tion involving travel to a foreign country 
paid for by that foreign government or 
organization. The Select Committee on 
Ethics has received a request for a deter
mination under rule 43 which would 
permit Frank Bray of Senator HuM
PHREY's staff and Nancy Walicki of Sen
ator DECoNCINI's staff, to participate in 
a program sponsored by a foreign edu
cational organization, Tunghai Univer
sity, Taipei, Taiwan from August 10 to 
August 18, 1979. It has been determined 
that traval by the above-named indi
viduals, at the expense of the University, 
is in the interests of the Senate and the 
United States. 

Mr. President, it is required by para
graph 4. of rule 43 that I place in the 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD this notice of a 
Senate employee who proposes to partic
ipate in a program, the principal objec
tive of which is educational, sponsored 
by a foreign government or a foreign 
educational or charitable organization 
involving travel to a foreign country paid 
for by that foreign government or orga
nization. The Select Committee on Ethics 
had received a reouest for a determina
tion under rule 43 which would permit 
Abe Shulsky of Senator MOYNIHAN'S 
staff, to participate in a program spon
sored by a foreign educational organiza
tion, Soochow University, Taipei, Tai-
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wan from August 5 to August 13, 1979. It 
has been determined that Mr. Shulsky's 
travel at the expense of the University, 
is in the interest of the Senate and the 
United States.• 

BROAD SUPPORT FOR TRUCKING 
DEREGULATION 

• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, a short 
while ago my colleague, Senator METZEN
BAUM, inserted in the RECORD numer.ous 
editorials published in newspapers 
throughout the country urging congres
sional action on trucking deregulation. 
At a time when Members of Congress are 
being lobbied extensively by representa
tives of the trucking industry and the 
Teamsters Union, it is important that we 
realize the overwhelming support for de
regulation among opinion leaders in the 
media and in vast segments of the public. 

Numerous additional editorials have 
appeared in recent months which under
score the importance of this issue and its 
broad public support. In the coming days, 
I will be inserting in the REcORD, for the 
benefit of Members and their staff, these 
editorials and other materials which in
dicate why decisive congressional action 
is so urgently needed. 

T'he editorials I am today inserting 
are from the States of Alabama, Arizona, 
California, and Colorado. 

Mr. President, I ask that they be 
printed in the RECORD. 

The editorials follow: 
[From the Huntsville (Ala.) Times, June 29, 

1979] 
ANOTHER DEREGULATION 

Just as deregulation of airlines brought 
immediate savings to American travelers, the 
deregulation of the trucking industry could 
bring widespread changes to both manufac
turers and consumers, and certainly to the 
industry itself. 

Some of the regulations that govern the 
trucking business are simply archaic and 
should have been repealed years ago. For 
instance, some trucks can haul two gallon 
cans of paint but cannot transport five
gallon cans of paint. One truck line can haul 
pineapples only 1f it carries a load of bananas 
at the same time. 

Truckers often drive hundreds of miles 
with their trucks empty simply because 
another line has the authorization to travel 
over the same highway with goods. The regu
lations of the Interstate Commerce Com
mission, like those of the airline industry, 
have tended to restrict and stifle the truck
ing industry and to maintain artificially high 
rates. 

President Carter's suggestions for dropping 
many of the federal controls on the trucking 
industry, outlined Thursday afternoon, will 
alleviate some of the problems truckers have 
been protesting for the last several weekE·. 
There is no reason why the trucking industry 
should be exempt from competitive rules that 
govern other industries. 

In almost any situation in which the gov
ernment seeks by deliberate regulation to 
protect some industry from imagined ills or 
faults, the consumer ends up footing the bill. 
The greater flexibility offered in the truck
ing business as a result of the proposed 
changes could reduce the cost of transport
ing thousands of products. That savings 
could end up benefitting the consumer who 
is now paying for the archaic rules the ICC 
has been enforcing. 

The deregulation of the trucking industry 
follows promises made by Carter when he was 
campaigning to make competition-and not 

government protection-a major part of 
American business life. The latest proposals 
~re sound and should be· implemented. 

[From the Phoenix Republic, 
Mar. 10, 1979) 

ON THE RIGHT TRACK 

Unlike the airlines industry, which fought 
deregulation, and the trucking industry, 
which is fighting it now, the nation's rail
roads have launched a drive to get out from 
under the iron hand of the government. 

The Association of American Railroads has 
come up with a deregulation plan that goes 
far beyond anything the Carter administra
tion has contemplated. 

The railroads were largely responsible for 
the creation of the Interstate Commerce 
Commission in the first place , and for years, 
they prospered under regulation, but they 
have since fallen on hard times. They are 
now the sick man of the U.S. economy. 

During the past decade, the rate of return 
on the investment of Class I railroads in 
transportation property has averaged 2.8 per
cent. This is not enough to enable them to 
maintain adequate service. In the Northeast, 
the once mighty Penn Central and five other 
Class I railroads are in bankruptcy. 

Not all the railroads' troubles are the re
sult of government regulation. Bad manage
ment, surrealistic work rules, imposed by 
the unions, competition from trucks, airlines 
and barges, and changes in the economy also 
play a part. 

However, the majority of the members of 
the AAR have finally come to the conclusion 
that getting rid of regulation would be a 
major step toward solving their other prob
lems. 

The AAR plan calls for a major relaxation 
of the ICC's control of railroad rates, freight
car operations, efforts to abandon unprofit
able business, and plans for mergers. 

The railroads believe this would make it 
possible to integrate on a more rational basis, 
and thus save money while at the same time 
improving service. This would. make them 
more capable of competing with trucks and 
barges. 

They also believe it would result in a rate 
structure based on economic rather than 
political considerations. 

The AAR plan is bound to run into opposi
tion from small towns, which believe they 
might lose rail service, from small shippers, 
who fear they would have to pay higher rates 
from barge owners and from truckers. Some 
railroads, which look on the ICC as a security 
blanket, also wlll fight it. 

In addition, the administration may find 
some of the specific AAR provisions objec
tionable. 

The small towns can switch to trucks for 
transportat.ion. The small shippers will suffer, 
true, but there's no valid reason for a rate 
structure that, in effect, subsidizes them. 
Nor is there any valid reason for preventing 
the railroads from competing with other 
forms of transportation on a more equal 
basis. 

A healthy railroad system is essential to the 
economy. Some of the specific AAR proposals 
may not be wise, but the railroads are on 
the right track. 

[From the Phoenix Gazette, July 2, 1979] 
TRUCKING TRAUMA 

Trucks are as big in the news as they are 
on the highways. In the midst of a nation
wide independent truck strike, President 
Carter and Senator Kennedy shifted into 
high promotion gear on their proposals to de
regulate the trucking industry. 

While there are connections between the 
strike and deregulation, they are basically 
separate issues. The shutdown by the inde
pendent truckers is an explosion of protest 
over fuel policies. 

Deregulation is a long-simmering issue, 

brought to boil by the success of deregula
tion of the airlines last year. 

By breaking the distribution link in the 
nation's food supply chain, the truck strike 
poses the more pressing danger. This break 
must be repaired quickly by Carter and the 
Democratic-controlled Congress lest it wreck 
the economy. 

Deregulation of the trucking industry is 
not of such immediate concern. But, in the 
long run, it is as essential to maintaining 
the economy in good running condition as 
is ending the truck strike emergency. 

There's a grand irony to the coincidence 
of these two trucking traumas. Carter, Ken
nedy, et al, not known as defenders of the 
free enterprise system, want to deregulate 
trucking for the very good reason that it will 
foster competition in the marketpla:ce, 
tending to produce lower prices and better 
services. 

But this same crowd of Democratic lead
ers has been regulating fuel supplies and 
prices with a passion. The result has been the 
mess that has led frustrated independent 
truckers to stage their massive, self-destruc
tive protest. 

!Let Carter, Kennedy and Congress get to
gether and demonstrate their belief in the 
value of deregulation by ending their efforts 
to control energy supplies and prices. A free 
market would soon sort things out. 

[From the Fairfield (Calif.} Republic, 
June 28, 1979] 

PuBLIC INTEREST 

It's hard to believe that the U.S. gover:n
ment is interested in fighting inflation and 
conserving fuel when its own regulations 
can force a truck bound from Denver to Al
buquerque to go by way of Salt Lake City
a 300-mile detour. But that's the kind of 
costly and wasteful nonsense that occurs 
with the blessing of the Interstate Commerce 
commission. 

President Carter has now added deregula
tion of the trucking industry to the agenda 
of the 96th Congress. It should get a high 
priority to bring its benefits to bear as 
quickly as possible. The president estimates 
that over-regulation and lack of compettlion 
in truck transportation are costing consum
ers as much as $5 billion a year. 

Among other things, the deregulation plan 
would allow easier entry into the trucking 
business, and provide greater freedom in 
raising and lowering rates. It would end 
many restrictions on what trucks can carry, 
permit them to take the most direct routes 
to a destination, and lift the rules which 
often force trucks into long "deadhead" runs 
carrying no cargo. 

The case for a free, competitive market Jn 
the truck industry speaks for itself, but ma
jor trucking companies and the Teamsters 
Union, which represents most of their driv
ers, are digging in for a fight. Deregulation 
would end route monopolies and the legal
ized price-fixing which protect established 
operators. On the other hand the president's 
plan is supported by independent truck op
erators who stand to gain from being able to 
comepte with bigger companies. 

(From the Los Angeles Herald-Examiner, 
June 26, 1979] 

LET'S KEEP ON TRUCKIN' 

"Cheaper crude or no more food": we've 
heard the song, now we're learning what it 
really means. It means that the nation's in
dependent truckers, pushed to the wall by 
soaring fuel prices and an unresponsive reg
ulatory system, have decided to deny food
not to the Arabs but to us. 

This simply does not make sense. The 
truckers are understandably incensed with 
the high cost of diesel, and with the Inter
state Commerce Commission's (ICC) inabil
ity to approve rate changes with the same 
speed the Arabs are raising the price of fuel. 
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The price problem is compounded by short 

diesel supplies, which add costly hours to 
trips and thus eat up even more profits. The 
obvious solution to the problem is to dis
mantle the maze of regulations which gov
erns the trucking industry. Those regulations 
date back to-and reflect the leisurely pace 
of supervision warranted by-an era of 2 per
cent inflation, 70-mph speed limits, gas wars 
and nickel coffee. But those days are gone
and with them have gone the rationale and 
relevance of a regulated trucking industry. 

The situation demands the kind of re
forms presented to Congress by President 
Carter in his truck deregulation package. 
Carter's improvements would end authorized 
price-fixing in the regulated sector of the 
market; would make it easier to get into the 
business; would fac111tate fluctuating rate 
changes resulting from increased competi
tion; and would eliminate some of the in
dustry's more Byzantine practices. 

Instead of constructively lobbying for de
regulation, the independents are goring 
themselves and the economy by going on 
strike. The strike isn't going to affect OPEC 
one way or the other; just as Washington's 
order to change diesel priorities isn't going 
to make more gas available. Meanwhile, food 
rots in the fields , slaughterhouses close down, 
workers all across the country are laid off , 
and what promises to be but the first of the 
stragglers is shot. Republic Van Lines an
nounces it is going out of business. 

We would suggest that the appropriate 
target for the independents' wrath is that 
sector of the market which is regulated. That 
is the sector of the market which is staunch
ly opposed to deregulation: the influen
tial American Trucking Associations, Inc., 
and the highly visible Teamsters Union. 
While the independents go broke trying to 
cope with the mindless and mindboggling 
regulatory caveats institutionalized by these 
groups, the regulated truckers insist that all 
is well. In fact, they go one step further. 
They invoke the specter of disaster if regu
lation ends. 

Needless to say, this is precisely what the 
airlines predicted when the government 
started talking about deregulating the 
wings of man. But the airlines weren't ruined 
by deregulation. Not at all . 

The trucking industry desperately needs 
the same kind of fiexibil1ty that our airlines 
now have . That's why we're supporting the 
president's truck deregulation plan, and urg
ing Congress to do the same. Given current 
government policies, we cannot expect to ex
ert meaningful downward pressures on the 
world price of oil. So if diesel prices are high 
now, they're only going to get higher. There
fore, we should do everything in our powers 
to make the trucking industry as flexible and 
responsive to those fuel price pressures as 
we can. The president's plan is the best solu
tion to those pressures we've seen yet . 

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Bee, July 6, 
1979] 

TRUCKING DEREGULATION 

If ever an industry is ripe for deregula
tion, it is trucking. For 40 years it has been 
subject to Interstate Commerce Cominis
sion regulations which have kept competi
tion low and freight rates high. 

Approximately 16,000 interstate motor 
carriers are licensed by the ICC, which 
seems to suggest there's a lot of competi
tion in the business. But the fact is that 
under ICC regulations truckers are al
lowed to set rates jointly, immune in this 
respect from antitrust laws, and that a few 
large trucking companies carry the bulk of 
the freight. A study done several years ago 
estimated that less than 1 percent of the 
regulated carriers earn more than half of 
the trucking industry's revenues. 

Federal regulations now make it difficult 
for newcomers in the industry to obtain 

licenses to transport goods. This increases 
the value of existing franchises. The result 
is that persons wanting to enter interstate 
trucking frequently have to buy licenses, 
at high prices, from those who hold them. 

Some regulations require truckers to 
take circuitous routes when shorter and 
cheaper runs could be made. Others pro
hibit certain truckers carrying one kind of 
goods to a city or a town from picking up a 
load of some other kind of goods for the 
return trip. The result is that many trucks 
make the return trip empty. 

Recognizing these things and fulfill1ng a 
pledge he made more than two years ago 
at a town meeting in Clinton, Mass., where 
he said his administration favored deregu
lation of all aspects of the transportation 
industry, President Carter has submitted 
proposed legislation which would stimu
late competition in the trucking industry 
and save consmners $5 b1llion a year in 
shipping costs. 

Carter 's proposals would outlaw the now
legal price fixing among truckers and 
would remove the restrictions that bar 
truckers from carrying certain commodi
ties or taking the most direct routes. They 
would allow easier entry into the trucking 
business and give greater freedom in rais
ing and lowering prices without ICC ap
proval. 

Although Carter has been joined by Sen. 
Edward Kennedy in his efforts to deregu
late the industry, and the president's pro
posals are endorsed by the Independent 
Truckers Association, the National Associa
tion of Manufacturers, the National Farmers 
Organiza-tion and Common Cause, it won't be 
easy to get the b111 through Congress. 

Trucking interests that thrive under 
federal regulation , such as the large firms 
represented by the American Trucking 
Association, and the Teamsters Union 
whose members drive for them, are spon
soring an all-out lobbying campaign 
against the b111. If they are successful in 
defeating the measure, the $100 b1llion in
dustry wm be free to set rates and continuE' 
charging what the traffic w111 bear. Nonethe
less , there is a good possibility that under 
the growing political pressure t o stem infla
tion the legislation w111 pass. Carter and Ken
nedy may thus be able to accomplish a task 
that should have been undertaken long ago. 

[From the Sacramento (Calif.) Union, 
June 25, 1979•] 

CARTER PROPOSAL: TRUCKING DE-CONTROL 

PROMISES BIG FIGHT 

Aside from the merits of the plan, Presi
dent Carter had two good reasons for pro
posing gradual deregulation of the nation's 
trucking industry. One, it would benefit 
many of the 100,000 independent truck own
er-operators, who have been conducting vio
lent strikes and blockades in support of 
demands for more and cheaper diesel fuel. 
Maybe this would encourage them to go back 
to work. 

Another reason was that deregulation 
could be expected to be welcomed by con
sumers, i.e . voters, and thus perhaps bolster 
the president's sagging popularity. In ames
sage to Congress, Mr. Carter said his Coun
cil on Wage and Price Stability estimates 
that consumers pay some $5 b1llion extra 
each year because of federal regulations that 
protect the trucking industry. 

Administration aides are quick to remind 
us that Mr. Carter supported and signed leg
islation deregulating airlines last year. The 
result has been dramatic reductions in some 
air fares and increases in service on many 
routes. Airline company profits soared as 
ridership skyrocketed. 

Whether truck deregulation would have 
the same happy result is difficult to forecast, 
but the prospects seem bright. Mr. Carter's 
plan includes ending legalized price-fixing 

among trucking o-wners, a phase-out by 1984 
of all federal restrictions on the commodities 
they may carry and the routes they must fol
low. and authorization to cut rates as much 
as 20 percent a year without government 
interference. 

One obvious saving would result from 
eliminating restrictions on "backhauls," the 
loads truckers seek to carry on return trips. 
The Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) 
says more than 20 percent of all truck miles 
are driven empty because of regulatory re
strictions. 

Ending restrictions on commodities by 
Dec. 31, 1983, would mean, for example, an 
end to such foolishness as allowing one 
trucker to haul pineapples only if they are 
mixed with a load of bananas . Another can 
haul two-gallon paint cans but not five-gal
lon paint cans. 

ICC activities and red tape would be 
drastically curtailed. Truckers applying to 
offer a new service would not have to prove 
in years-long trials that the service is re
quired for the public's convenience and 
necessity. 
The "agricultural exemption" would be ex

panded, allowing unregulated hauling of 
many more food and farm products than 
at present. 

Many airlines originally opposed deregula
tion, and truckline owners don't like the 
idea either, call1ng it counter-productive. In
dustry spokesmen believe federal regulations 
have prevented cutthroat competition that 
would enable strong firms to drive out com
petitors and raise prices to new highs. 

We foresee a battle of economic theories as 
the administration and trucking industry 
argue the issue before congressional commit
tees. But based on the experience of airline 
deregulation and, indeed, the history of the 
American free enterprise system, we come 
down on the side of the principle that the 
more competition, the better. 

[From the San Diego (Calif.) Tribune, 
June 26, 1979] 

TRUCK COMPETITION WILL HELP CONSUME'R 

The recent airport trading in "half-price 
coupons" issued by two major airlines is 
merely the most dramatic of the consumer 
bonuses resulting from the lifting of regula
tions on the airline industry. 

Fares have dropped. Routes and schedules 
have been made more responsive to passen
ger needs. 

Now President Carter and Senator Edward 
M. Kennedy, D-Mass., have proposed similar 
deregulation of the trucking industry, which 
would eliminate mandatory practices that 
place a burden on both truckers and their 
clients. 

If Congress concurs, legalized price-fixing 
will be phased out by 1984. Restrictions on 
what cargoes truckers may carry will oe 
lifted. The truckers wm be able to follow 
the shortest routes. They will be allowed to 
cut rates by as much as 20 percent a year. 

The American consumers will share in an 
estimated $5 blllion savings in trucking 
charges every year. The president's Council 
on Wage and Price Stability estimates the 
average benefit to each fainily at $100 a year. 

The Carter plan wm allow independent 
truckers access to new markets and perinlt 
more Inlnorities to enter the business. 

The powers of the Interstate Commerce 
Cominission to control trucking operations 
too often have been used to inflate industry 
profits and stifle competition. Consumers 
have little voice in the regulatory process. 

Deregulation in the trucking industry will 
help break the stranglehold on markets en
joyed for years by firms protected from 
competition in price and services by a fed
eral umbrella. 

But these firms and the Teamsters who 
work for them will not release their strangle
hold willingly or easny. The truckers asso-
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elation and the labor union have threatened 
to launch an all-out campaign to block con
gressional approval of deregulation of the 
industry. They fear that competition will 
impair their "sweetheart" deal, and they 
couch their opposition in high-sounding 
terms. But nothing should be allowed to 
conceal their naked self-interest. 

Congress should respond quickly and posi
tively to the president's plan in the interest 
of its constituency-the consumers. 

[Fr.om the San Diego (Calif.) Union, 
Mar. 17, 1979] 

THE GoLDEN GoosE 
There are disquieting reports out of Wash

ington that the White House is holding back 
on legislation to deregulate the trucking in
dustry because of current contract talks be
tween the Teamsters and the industry. 

We are told that the administration hopes 
the Teamsters will abide by the President's 
voluntary wage guidelines, which include a 
seven percent ceiling on annual increases in 
wages and benefits. With the two-mUlion 
member Teamsters union vehemently op
posed to deregulation, the White House ap
parently believes that delaying introduction 
of the legislation might moderate the union 
negotiators' wage and benefit demands. 

There is nothing new, of course, about 
such political trade-offs. They are the meat 
and potatoes of Washington politics. And, if 
a. modest delay in introducing the a.dminis
tra.t.ion's deregulation bill could, in fact, in
duce the Teamsters to settle for a. non
inflationary three-year contract, the public 
interest would be well served. 

However, as the President and his aides 
cannot have but noticed, the Teamsters ap
pear decidedly unmoved by the administra
tion's stalling on deregulation. It has been 
learned that the Teamsters are demanding 
a. wage and benefit package that adds up to 
a whopping 71 percent increase over three 
years. So much for observance of President 
Carter's seven percent per year voluntary 
guidelines. 

Frankly, we never entertained any great 
hope that the Teamsters' traditional mili
tance at the bargaining table would be bar
tered away for anything as transitory as a. 
delay of a few months in the administration's 
laudable drive to deregulate the nation's 
trucking industry. Nevertheless, it is hardly 
fair to rebuke the administration for trying. 
After all, the inflationary effects of a. new 
Teamster corutra.ct anything like the one put 
forward by the union would be considerable. 

These new inflationary pressures would far 
outweigh the deleterious effects of a brief 
delay in introduction and enactment of 
trucking deregulation legislation. But now 
that the administration's strategy has proved 
barren, we see nothing to be lost by prompt 
introduction of the deregulation measure. 
Indeed, that is what we expect. 

The only other possibility is that the ad
ministration might decide to scrap its dereg
ulation proposal altogether in exchange for 
incremental moderation in the zeal with 
which Teamster negotiators pursue their 71 
percent wage and benefit package. We worry 
about this because it would be a deal the 
Teamsters might conceivably accept. 

The Interstate Commerce Commission's 
regulation of the trucking industry shields 
Teamsters from the competitive pressures 
that help restrain wages in other industries. 
Regulation is a golden goose for the Team
sters no less than for their protected em
ployers. Union negotiators might well be 
tempted to settle for much less than a 71 per
ceo t increase should the Carter administra
tion quietly promise an indefinite stay of 
execution for their regulatory goose. 

The Teamsters would be happy and the ad
ministration could claim a. "victory" for the 
President's battered anti-inflation campaign. 

Should ste:ns of such a. deal develop, Con
gress and the country ought to rise in in-

dignation. Washington's maladroit regula
tion of the trucking industry costs consumers 
up to $3 billion a year in unnecessary costs. 
For the Carter administration to perpetuate 
this burdensome waste for the sake of an, at 
best, partial triumph in the Teamster-indus
try negotiwtions would amount to a surren
der of the public interest. 

,[From the Santa. Ana (Calif.) Register, 
Mar. 14, 1979] 

TRUCK GROUP DEFENDING REGULATION 

(By Srun Campbell) 
Politics is the art of depriving your ene

mies, rewarding your friends and looting the 
neutrals. 

And government is mostly politics. 
Sometimes the reward is conferred by 

means of a congressional appropriation 
which, like a heavenly blessing, may seem 
to shower dispassionately upon all alike. But 
on closer examination, you cha.ra.cterlstical
ly find that a favored few were more blessed 
than others. 

In other instances, legislation is used to 
prohibit the many from a specific line of work 
or market activity in order that the few will 
not be overly pressed by hungry competitors. 
Unions undertake to mark off an employment 
preserve for themselves without express legis
lation. Businessmen occa.ssionally strive to 
ensconce themselves by direct anointment of 
Congress, or to maintain themselves in such 
a favored status. 

An example of such a. business combine 
Ls the membership of the American Truck
ing Association, Inc. You can't really blame 
them for being "in." That's the way the sys
tem was set up when most of them were 
born. The only alternative that any of them 
had was to conform to the existing rulebook 
or stay out of the transportation business. 

'I he real surprise is not that numbers 
of businessmen have learned to live with 
the coercive system, but that any of them 
would have the gall to defend it. Yet that 
is exactly what happened. 

Such a defense came Monday from Donn 
McMorris, chairman of the American Truck
ing Associations, Inc. Addressing the Air 
Freight Motor Carriers Conference, McMor
ris attacked individuals who happen to op
pose his particular point of view. 

"Deregulation is becoming an obssesion 
with certain people in this country," he 
declared, "and they are determined to force 
their obsession on the rest of us whether 
needed or not." 

He noted that the trucking industry con
tinues to oppose deregulation efforts sup
ported by the carter adminisrta.tion and Sen. 
Ted Kennedy. 

If you read McMorris' statement ca.refully, 
you will find a basis for harmony. Obviously, 
there are two opinions on the subject. Some
like McMorrts---wish to .continue regulation; 
others would prefer to end it. McMorris in
dicwtes that he doesn't want the deregulators 
to force their obsession on him. Just as 
obviously the deregulators don't want 
McMorris to force his viewpoint on them. 

In the interest of peace, therefore, the deal 
could be this: If McMorris and company 
will stop enforcing regulation on others as 
they have been doing for the last 50 years, 
they who favor deregulation will not insist 
that McMorris et al be deprived of it. In other 
words, neither party forces his will upon the 
other. Let all compete, and may the best set 
of operators win. 

If coercion is a.s offensive to McMorris as 
he indicates, he won't be able to turn this 
offer down. 

[From the Vista. (Calif.) Press, June 25, 
1979] 

DEREGULATE TRUCKING INDUSTRY 

There can be no doubt that President 
carter's proposals to deregulate the trucking 
industry are sound and should have been 

carried out years ago. It is nothing short of 
amazing how such nonsensical New Deal reg
ulations could have endured for the past 40 
years. 

One of the most ridiculous regulations is 
the fact that the Interstate Commerce Com
mission won't allow truckers to return home 
with a load. That is, a trucker making a haul 
from Atlanta to San Diego is not allowed to 
haul goods on his return trip to Atlanta. 

Another ridiculous regulation of the ICC 
is that of not allowing truckers to go direct
ly from one point to their destination, but 
take a round-about route which sometimes 
adds thousands of miles to their trip, and 
therefore to their costs. 

President Carter cited one example o! 
these senseless regulations where an ICC li
cense required one trucker to go from Den
ver to Albuquerque, N.M., by way of Salt 
Lake City, detour of 300 miles. 

All this regulation not only is unnecessary, 
but downright foolish and expensive. All the 
costs added to the shipment of goods and 
materials in this country are added to the 
price of products which the consumer pays. 
This unnecessary cost adds an estima. ted •5 
billion a year to consumer prices. 

In addition, among the regulations pro
posed by Mr. Carter is one that would out
law large trucking firms from getting to
gether and fixing prices, a practice that has 
been going on for many years. 

In spite of the common sense embodied in 
the deregulation proposals, they were im
mediately attacked by the large carriers that 
have benefited from the regulations and by 
the Teamsters Union whose members drive 
!or them. 

The president of the American Trucking 
Associations is quoted as saying Mr. Carter's 
proposals were a "radical approach" and 
could lead to waste instead of emciency. Thl8 
is reminiscent of the anguished cries heard 
a few years ago when demands escalated to 
deregulate the airlines, which was done. 

And Sen. Howard Cannon of Nevada, chair
man of the Senate Commerce Committee, 
predicted it might take two years to get the 
Carter proposals to a vote. 

We believe the Congress should make thl8 
a priority item and get to work on it imme
diately. It is nothing short of insanity to 
continue such harmful regulations which 
benefit the big firms and the Teamster 
drivers. 

[From the Colorado Springs (Colo.) Gazette
Telegraph, July 3, 1979] 

FREE THE TRUCKERS! 

As produce spoiled in the fields, as truckers 
became more violent in their protestations, 
as the truck strike began to be felt by the 
consumer, President Carter stepped forth 
with his deregulation plan. 

It seemed to be a masterful job of timing. 
That recent afternoon in the rose garden 

at the -White House, the president told what 
he wanted Congress to do in the trucking 
industry: gradually end the federal regu
lations that protect the industry from com
petition and cost consumers an estimated 
$5 billion a. year. 

Administration omcials say the proposals 
will save consumers money, conserve fuel 
and help blacks and other minorities get 
into the trucking business. 

The proposals would end legalized price
fixing among truckers, phase out by 1984 
all federal restrictions on the commodities 
they may carry and the routes they must 
follow, and allow rate cuts of up to 20 
percent a year without government inter
ference. 

They also would make it far easier for 
truckers to offer new services and greatly 
increase the kinds of agriculture products 
that may be hauled without federal rate 
regulation. 

Truckline owners who have grown lazy de
pending upon regulations to protect them 
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from competition will put up a. fight to kill 
the bill but a good portion of t he nation's 
100,000 independent owner-operators, some 
of whom are now involved in protests, gen
erally would benefit from a greater oper
ating fiexib111ty they would have under the 
Carter plan. 

The truckerllne owners have said they are 
against deregulation because they believe 
many small towns and cities no longer would 
be served if the law did not require it. 

They have been regulated so long they 
forget t"nat free enterprise has worked, does 
work and will continue to work. If there is 
a need for a service, someone will step forth 
and offer it at a reasonable price. And some
body else will be there to see if it can be 
done a. little better a.t a. little better price. 

The big truckers might not like the idea 
of having to fight to hold on to what they 
have but that's what makes for strong com
panies. It's when the government steps in 
with rules and regulations that industrial 
sinews grow weak and limbs grow fia.bby. 

For once, Carter is on the right track. 
Free the truckers and let the free market 

work. 

[From the Colorado Springs (Colo.} Sun, 
June 24, 1979) 

TRUCKERS AND OWNERS FEAR THE EFFECTS OF 
DEREGULATION 

Deregulation of the interstate trucking in
dustry, which was proposed-perhaps 
promised is not too strong a. term-by Presi
dent Carter this week is long overdue, as any
one who has examined the effects of the 
myriad regulations involved will agree. 

But it is not going to be accomplished 
easily. Its primary opponents are the very 
people who might be expected to rejoice in 
the prospect-almost everyone in the truck
ing industry, from drivers to the owners of 
the major truck lines. 

Whenever the obsolete, never-sensible prac
tice of featherbedding is discussed, the ran
roads usually come in for some of the criti
cism. They still have a. few examples to cite. 
But the worst case of featherbedding in 
America today is probably in the truck indus
try-except that it does not prevent over
work, long hours of overtime, or any of the 
other abuses which were the basis of the 
original featherbed rules of long ago. 

The regulations are, as President Carter 
said, a case of government regulation gone 
wild. They specify what cargo can be picked 
up, what can be deposited, what routes must 
be taken, and thousands of other details. If 
the routing were merely a. matter of weight, 
considering the capacity of pavements and 
bridges, it would fall within the bounds of 
what most of us consider necessary regula
tion. But one truck line, for example, may 
have a shipment from Dallas to Memphis, 
and not be licensed for the direct route. It 
can, however, haul the goods from Dallas to 
St. Louis and then down to Memphis, quite 
legally. Multiply this by tens of thousands 
of similar rules and you begin to understand 
how much fuel waste is involved, in a time of 
fuel shortages. 

A 1975 study, after the oil embargo crisis, 
reported that as much a.s 30 percent of the 
fuel used by interstate trucks is burned on 
trips that produce no revenue, because the 
trucks cannot haul return loads. That was 
apart from the inab111ty, under the regula
tions, to schedule all shipments by the most 
direct routes. 

At first glance, it would seem that all 
truckers would be eager to be rid of such 
regulations. But that padding which burns 
all that extra fuel also requires many extra 
drivers and helpers. It keeps a lot of extra. 
trucks on the roads. The Teamsters, quick to 
cry "Foul!" at Carter's suggestion for decon
trol, fear that many jobs would be lost if 
the industry were able to contract itself into 
the most efficient possible truck fieets. Re
lated to this fear is the secondary worry that 

if many unnecessary or uneconomical runs 
are eliminated, there wm be a surplus of 
drivers, and that could lead to lower wages
although that is a.n unlikely scenario today. 

Owners of truck lines worry that major 
parts of their expensive fleets might become 
surplus property, although many rigs are not 
paid for and carry substantial mortgages. 
The bankers who have financed the pur
chases of those fleets are also worried, and 
thus tend to favor continued regulation. 

Add all these to the inertia. of bureaucracy 
where regula.tions are concerned a.nd it be
comes apparent that Carter is not going to 
secure deregulation of the truck industry 
overnight. 

(From the Denver (Colo.) Rocky Mountain 
News, Mar. 1, 1979] 

OPEN ROAD FOR TRUCKERS 

The Interstate Commerce Commission has 
taken another step toward encouraging 
greater competition in the trucking industry. 

The ICC has already lowered some of the 
·barriers that restrict competition among 
intercity truckers and tend to keep out new 
owner-operators. It now says that, beginning 
about the middle of March, when considering 
applications for operating rights it will give 
preference to truckers who pledge to provide 
cut-rate service. 

The commission believes the new policy 
will stimulate innovative pricing and service 
options by trucking companies, and at the 
same time promote etncient and well-man
aged operations. 

Predictably, the announcement brought 
groans from the industry. Some spokesmen 
called the ICC's action a. kind of end run 
around Congress, which this session is ex
pected to take up the issue of deregulation. 

Viewing that prospect, trucking executives 
have been ringing many of the same alarm 
bells sounded by the airline executives when 
deregulation of their industry was first pro
posed a few years ago. 

According to Bennett C. Whitlock, presi
dent of the American Trucking Associations, 
deregulation would "plunge the trucking in
dustry into chaotic rate wars, drastically re
ducing the number of firms engaged in the 
business." 

This would hurt many small towns, whose 
only link with the outside economy is truck 
transport, he says. Moreover, it would be 
impossible for the shipping public to know 
with any degree of certainty the transpor
tation charges on the thousands of com
modities which the 16,500 ICC carriers regu
larly transport throughout the country. 

In short, regulation has served both the 
industry and the nation well. Don't mess 
with it. 

Pardon us if we don't buy these argu
ments. "Chaos and confusion" presently 
reign among the airlines, but it is a kind 
we think the flying public rather likes. We 
know the airlines are enjoying it, for the ad
vent of more open route and fare competi
tion has resulted in the biggest boom in their 
history. 

We agree, of course, that truckers and air
lines can't be compared exactly, and cer
tainly don't advocate that all the regulations 
be wiped out in one fell swoop. 

But as for the general concept of deregula
tion, we say to the trucking industry: Try 
it. We think :vou'lllike it, too.e 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President 
I yield to the Senator from South 
Dakota. 

APPOINTMENTS BY THE VICE 
PRESIDENT 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair, on behalf of the Vice President, 
and upon the recom~endations of the 

majority and minority leaders, pursuant 
to Public Law 86-42, appoints the fol
lowing Senators to the Canada-United 
States Interparliamentary Group, to be 
held August 9-17. 1979, in Canada/ 
Alaska: the Senator from Maryland (Mr. 
SARBANES), the Senator from Montana 
<Mr. BAucus), the Senator from Idaho 
<Mr. McCLURE), and the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. CHAFEE). 

FOOD STAMP ACT AMENDMENTS OF 
1979-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the committee of con
ference on H.R. 4057 and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The committee of conference on the ells
agreeing votes o! the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the BUl (H.R. 
4057) to increase the fiscal year 1979 author
ization !or appropriations for the food stamp 
program, having met, after full and free con
ference. have agreed to recommend and do 
recommend to their respective Houses this 
report, signed by all of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report. 

<The conference report will be printed 
in the proceedings of the House of 
Representatives.) 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
staff members of the Committee on Agri
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry be 
granted the privilege of the ftoor during 
consideration of the conference report 
on H.R. 4057: Henry Casso, Carl Rose, 
Bill Lesher, Steve Storch, George Dunlop, 
and John Bode. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
:objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, H.R. 
4057, as reported by the committee of 
conference, addresses the two immediate 
emergencies that face the food stamp 
program. The emergencies are that 
changed economic conditions have ren
dered the existing ceiling on the author
ization for appropriations for the 1979 
food stamp program insufilcient to pro
vide full benefits to program participants 
for the remainder of the fiscal year, and 
the changes contained in the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 regarding program eligibility 
and benefit levels, which have only re
cently been implemented, are causing 
severe hardships for elderly and disabled 
recipients who have high medical or 
shelter expenses. 

I believe the conferees dealt in a fair 
and equitable manner with these two 
matters as well as the program integrity. 

H.R. 4057 addresses both of these 
emergency situations. It would raise the 
1979 appropriations ceiling on the food 
stamp program to a point where current 
food stamp benefits may continue 
through this fiscal year. Further, it in
cludes provisions that should help deal 
with this type of situation in the future. 
Under the conference substitute, month
ly reports on food stamp program ex-
penditures will forewarn Congress of any 
future funding shortfalls. 
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The emergency situation now being 

faced by elderly and disabled recipients 
with high medical and shelter costs
forcing them to choose between food and 
absolutely necessary medical or shelter 
expenses-is ameliorated by providing 
that these expenses can be deducted 
when they consume excessive amounts 
of recipients' income. 

PROGRAM INTEGRITY 
In addition, H.R. 4057 makes a number 

of significant changes in the operation 
of the food stamp program. 

The conference substitute contains 
three antifraud provisions that would-

Allow the Secretary and State agencies 
to require the presentation of social se
curity numbers as a condition of pro
gram eligibility; 

Make repayment of fraudulently ob
tained food stamps a prerequisite to re
entry into the program for individuals 
who are found to have fraudulently ob
tained stamps; and 

Allow States to retain 50 percent of the 
funds they recover from prosecutions or 
other State activities directed against 
individuals who fraudulently obtain their 
food stamps. 

These three provisions will provide the 
impetus and the means to attack the per
ceived fraud in the food stamp program. 

The collJference substitute also removes 
the carryover authority contained in ex
isting law. 

The Lugar amendments on reporting 
requirements and the method of reducing 
allotments if appropriations are insuffi
cient are included in the conference sub
stitute. The report of the Senate Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry on S. 1309, a bill to increase the 
fiscal year 1979 authorization for appro
priations for the food stamp program, 
contains a disoussion of these provisions. 
In implementing these provisions, it is 
intended that the Department of Agri
culture be guided by that language. I re
quest unanimous consent that the perti
nent language from the committee report 
be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows : ' 

Under the amendment, the Secretary is aaso 
required to submit reports, by the 15th day 
of each month, on food stamp program. costs 
for the second preceding month. In each 
monthly report, the Secretary is to state 
whether there is any reason to believe that 
reductions 1n the value of allotments will be 
necessary due to any lnsuffi.ciency of appro
priated funds. 

Not less than 60 days after the issuance of 
a monthly report in which the Secretary ex
presses his belief that reductions in allot
ments will be necessary due to the insuffi
ciency of appropriated funds, the Secretary 
is required to take the requisite action to 
reduce allotments. 

Within 7 days of taking any action to re
duce allotments due to the insufficiency of 
appropriated funds, the Secretary would be 
required to submit a. statement to the con
gressional agriculture committees setting 
forth the basis for his determination, the 
manner in which allotments will be reduced, 
and the action he has taken to reduce the 
allotments. 

The Secretary would, of course, be expected 
to exercise reasonable judgment in arriving 
at a belief that benefit reductions would be 
necessary. In this regard, the Secretary may 
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consider a variety of factors, including sea
sonal fluctuations in program participation, 
economic forecasts, cumulative expend.Ltures, 
and supplemental appropriations. Obviously, 
reductions in benefits should not necessarily 
commence after the first monthly report 
showing that more funds were expended in 
a particular month than an amount equal to 
1,12 of the funds previously 81ppropriated for 
the program for that fiscal year. 

The Lugar amendment-while authorizing 
the Secretary to develop a manner for reduc
ing food stamp allotments on other than a 
pro rata basis and requiring monthly reports 
from the Secretary intended to keep Congress 
informed of program expenditures and the 
avallab1llty of appropriated funds-does not 
change the standard to be followed by the 
Secretary in making a. finding that the re
quirements of participating States wlll ex
ceed available appropriations. Section 18(b) 
of the act currently requires the Secretary to 
direct State agencies to make reductions in 
the value of allotments to be issued to house
holds certified as eligible to participate in 
the food stamp program, if the Secretary 
finds that insufficient appropriations are 
available. In this connection, the committee 
notes that the Acting General Counsel of the 
Department of Agriculture, in his memoran
dum opinion of March 16, 1979, to Assistant 
Secretary Carol Tucker Foreman, stated that 
"the Secretary would be expected to make 
such finding at such time as he has informa
tion reasonably leading him to the conclusion 
that it is necessary to act in order to avoid 
exceeding the statutory limitation." 
GROUP LIVING ARRANGEMENTS FOR THE DISABLED 

AND BLIND 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 
conference substitute contains the 
amendment offered by Senators STAF
FORD and DoLE, which makes blind and 
disabled residents of small State-certi
fied living arrangements eligible for par
ticipation in the food stamp program 
under conditions equivalent to those ap
plicable to narcotics addicts or alcoholics 
participating in treatment programs. 
Under the provisions of the amendment, 
the Department would treat disabled re
cipients of social security disability pay
ments or supplemental security income 
benefits who are residents in small State
approved public or private nonprofit 
group living arrangements as independ
ent households if they, for example, puT
chase or prepare their own food. 

CONCLUSION 
The House conferees were unable to 

accept the provision in the Senate 
amendment that would have removed 
the ceilings on the authorization for ap
propriations for the 1980 and 1981 fiscal 
years. While I am disappointed that 
these provisions are not included in the 
conference substitute, I am confident 
that this issue will be satisfactorily re
solved and Congress will provide the nec
essary funds to run the food stamp 
program. 

Mr. President, of the four amend
ments that were offered in the substi
tute bill on the Senate floor by the Sen
ator from North Carolina (Mr. HELMS), 
we retained three and yielded on the 
fourth one, which ha.s to do with the 
State verification procedures. 

By and large, I believe the Senate con
ferees represented the wishes of the Sen
ate very well. We did yield on perhaps a 
very fundamental point: The lifting of 
the ceiling on the fiscal 1980 and 1981 
programs. But that was necessary in view 

of the very firm commitments that had 
been made by the House conferees to 
their colleagues. 

I thank the other Senate conferees on 
H.R. 4057 for their excellent efforts. Sen
ator STONE authored and guided through 
the Senate and conference the provisions 
on the excess medical and shelter ex
pense deductions for the elderly and dis
abled. Senator HELMS, the ranking mi
nority member of the Committee on Ag
riculture, Nutrition, and Forestry, made 
valuable contributions to the conference 
deliberations. Chairman TALMADGE, and 
Senators LEAHY, MELCHER, LUGAR, and 
HAY AKA WA aided in assuring the accept
ance of the overwhelming protion of the 
Senate provisions by the conference 
committee. 

I would be remiss if I did not congrat
ulate Chairman FoLEY of the House 
Committee on Agriculture, who chaired 
this conference, for his management of 
the conference. His efforts and the coop
eration of the House conferees allowed us 
to consider systematically and thor
oughly the complex issues before the 
conference. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup
porting the conference report on H.R. 
4057. 

I request unanimous consent to have 
printed at this point in the RECORD a 
section-by-section analysis of H.R. 4057, 
as agreed to by the committee of con
ference. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SECTION-BY-SECTION ANALYSIS OF H.R. 4057, 

AS REPORTED BY THE COMMITTEE OF CON
FERENCE 
Section 1 ( 1) .-Increase in the fiscal year 

1979 authorization for appropriations for the 
food stamp program. 

Section 1 ( 1) amends the first sentence of 
section 18(a.) of the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
to increase the fiscal year 1979 authoriza
tion for appropriations by $620 million. The 
new appropriations ceiling for the 1977 pro
gram would be $6,778,900,000. 

Section 1 (2) .-Removal of carryover au
thority; Secretary's reporting responsibil1ties. 

Section 1(2) strikes the third sentence of 
section 18(a.) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 to remove the specific language, begin
ning with fiscal year 1980, providing for the 
carryover of unexpended appropriated funds 
from one fiscal year to the next, and inserts 
two new sentences. The Secretary of Agri
culture would be required to file monthly 
reports, by the 15th day of each month, 
setting forth the Secretary's best estimate 
of the second preceding month's expendi
ture, including administrative costs, as well 
as the cumulative totals for the current 
fiscal year. In each monthly report, the Sec
retary would also state whether there is rea
son to believe that reductions in the value 
of allotments issued to households certified 
to participate in the program will be nec
essary due to any insufficiency of appropri
ated funds. (It is anticipated by the commit
t-ee that each monthly report will include 
the number of individuals participating 1n 
the program and the cost of administering 
the program at the State level and at the 
national level.) 

Sections 1(3) and 1(4) .-Manner in which 
allotments may be reduced when appropri
ated program funds are insufficient. 

Section 1 (3) amends the second sentence 
of section 18(b) of the Food Stamp Act of 
1977 to remove the requirement that the 
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only available method for reducing program 
benefits when insufficient funds are avail
able is on a pro rata basis. 

Section 1 (4) would add new subsections 
(c ), and (d) to section 18 of the Food Stamp 
Act of 1977. New subsection (c) would re
quire t he Secretary to ensure that reduc
tions in the value of allotments, when re
quired under section 18 (b) , wlll reflect, "to 
the maximum extent practicable," the ratio 
of household program income to the in
come standards of eligiblllty for households 
of the same size with higher-income house
holds bearing more of the reductions. The 
Secretary may establish ( 1) special provi
sions for the elderly, handicapped, and dis
abled and (2) minimum allotment s after 
any reductions are otherwise determined. 

New subsection (d) requires the Secretary 
to take the requisite action to reduce the 
value of allotments issued to households 
certified to participate in the food stamp 
program within 60 days after the issuance of 
a. report, under section 18 (a) as amended by 
the blll, in which the Secretary expresses his 
belief t hat such reductions wlll be necessary. 

New subsection (d) also requires the Sec
retary, within 7 days of any action to reduce 
the value of allotments issued to households 
certified to participate in the program, to 
furnish the congressional agriculture com
mittees with a statement setting forth (1) 
the basis of the Secretary's determination, 
(2) the manner in which the value of the 
allotments will be reduced, and (3) the ac
tion that has been taken by the Secretary 
to reduce the allotments. 

Section 2. Deductions for households con
taining an elderly person or a person receiv
ing Supplemental Security Income benefits 
or social security disabillty payments. 

Section 2 amends section 5 (e) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to provide households 
that cont8iin an elderly person ( 60 years of 
age or older) or a person receiving Supple
mental Security Income benefits, including 
those who receive only State supplementary 
payments, under title XVI of the Social Secu
rity Act or social security disablllty pay
ments under title II of the Social Security 
Act with an excess medical '3xpense deduc
tion and to remove the ce111ng on the excess 
shelter expense deduction for those house
holds. 

In addition to the standard deduction 
and the dependent care deductions, these 
households would be entitled to (1) an ex
cess medical expense deduction for the actual 
cost of allowable medical expenses incurred 
by the elderly or disabled recipient house
hold member that exceed $35 per month 
and (2) an excess shelter expense deduction 
to the extent that the monthly amount ex
pended by the household for shelter exceeds 
50 percent of monthly household income 
after all other applicable deductions have 
been allowable. Currently, there is a celllng 
of $90 per month on the amount of the ex
cess shelter expenses deduction that may be 
claimed. 

Section 3. Definition of "allowable medical 
expenses." 

Section 3 adds a new subsection (q) to sec
tion 3 of the FOOd Stamp Act of 1977 to 
define "allowable medical expenses" as used 
to determine the excess medical expense 
deduction. 

New subsection {q) defines "allowable 
medical expenses" as expenditures for ( 1) 
medical and dental care (this would include 
other remedial care recognized by State law), 
{2) hospitalization or nursing care (includ
ing hospitalization or nursing care of an in
dividual who was a household member imme
diately prior to entering a hospital or nursing 
home), (3) prescription drugs when pre
scribed by a licensed practitioner authorized 
under State law and over-the-counter 
medication (including insulin) when ap
proved by a licensed practitioner or other 

qualified health professional, ( 4) health and 
hospitalization insurance policies (excluding 
costs of health and accident or income main
tenance policies , ( 5) medicare coverage, ( 6) 
dentures, hearings aids, and prosthetics (in
cluding securing and maintaining a seeing 
eye dog), (7) eye glasses prescribed by a 
physician skllled in eye disease or by an 
optometrist, {8) reasonable costs of trans
portation necessary to secure medical treat
ment or services, and (9) maintaining an at
tendant, homemaker, home health aid, house
keeper, or child care services due to age, in
firmity, or illness. 

Section 4. Provision of information. 
Section 4 adds a new subsection (f) to sec

tion 16 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977. 
New section 16{f) authorizes the Secre

tary and State agencies to (A) require sub
mission of social security numbers a.s a con
dition of food stamp program eligibility and 
{B) have access to the data from other Fed
eral programs regarding individual food 
stamp program applicants and participants 
who receive supplemental security income 
benefits that have been provided to the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
(but only to the extent that the Secretary 
and the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare determine necessary far purposes of 
determining or auditing a household's eligi
b111ty to receive assistance or the amount 
thereof under the food stamp program, or 
verifying related information). 

Section 4 would permit an individual to be 
barred from receiving food stamps if that in
dividual has been assigned a social security 
number but refuses to provide it to the State 
agency. Individuals not previously assigned 
a social security number could also be pre
vented from participating in the program un
less the individuals apply for and subse
quently furnish social security numbers. 
They would be eligible to participate while 
waiting for the numbers to be assigned. 

The income and resources of the inddvid
ual disqualified for failure to provide a social 
security number would be counted in the 
same way an individual 's income and re
sources are counted when a person is dis
qualified for fraud· or for failure to meet 
the student work registration requirement 
during the school year. New section 16(f) 
w111 facilitate the use of computer matching 
t-echniques that compare the earnings report
ed by food stamp households against avail
a•ble wage records and thus allow States to 
identify more readily those households that 
have unreported earnings or have reported 
their earnings incorrectly. 

In addition, States will be able to match 
social security numbers to prevent duplicate 
participation. An individual entitled to 
emergency service under section 11 (e) ( 9) 
of the Act would be permitted to furnish a 
social security number after receiving his 
first allotment. In this way, an individual 
who cannot furnish his social security num
ber, or the numbers of all members of his 
household, before the timeliness standard 
el8ipses for providing expedited service will 
not have benefits delayed simply because a 
social security number cannot be immedi
ately furnished. 

Section 5. Repayment for fraudulent 
conduct. 

Section 5 amends section 6 (b) of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to require that individuals 
disqualified because of fraud who wish to 
reenter the program after the period of dis
qualification must agree to repay the value 
of the food stamp fraudulently obtained, 
through either a cash payment or a reduc
tion in the household's allotment, under a 
reasonable schedule prescribed by the Sec
retary. If a disqualified individual agrees 
to repayment in cash and fails to make the 
payments, that household's allotment will be 
subject to appropriate reductions. The in
come and resources of the individual dis
qualified for -failure to repay the fraud claim 

would be counted in the same way an in
dividual's income and resources are current
ly counted when that person is disqualified 
for fraud or for failure to meet the student 
work registration requirement during the 
school year. 

In order to collect fraud claims, States 
must currently rely on voluntary repayment 
by the household or incur the expense of ini
tiating a civil court action to obtain repay
ment. Section 5 provides a simple and effi
cient mechanism for collecting fraud claims 
and provides a penalty if repayment is not 
made. As a result, it is anticipated that the 
percentage of fraud claims collected wlll sub
stantially increase without increasing the 
administrative costs of collecting these 
claims. These collection procedures should 
also discourage persons from committing 
fraud. 

Section 6. State share of recoveries. 
States are currently required to return to 

the Federal Government all funds collected 
from households that have repaid the value 
of any food stamps overissued to them. Sec
tion 6 would amend section 16(a) of the Act 
to allow each State to retain 50 percent of 
the funds it recovers or collects from per
sons that ha·,.rc committed fraud as deter
mined in accordance with the Act. This pro
vision wlll provide an incentive for States 
to pursue collection of fraud claims, partic
ularly in those cases where recoupment or 
disqualification is ineffective because the 
household is ineligible. 

The amendment provides that persons in
volved in m!l.king fraud determinations are 
not to benefit from the amount of such re
coupments or collections. This prohibition 
on the use of revenues collected in this man
ner will assure the impartiality of officials 
making fraud adjudications. 

Sections 7 and 8. Group living arrange
ments for the disabled or blind. 

Sections 7 (1), (2), and (3) amend sec
tion 3 (g) of the Fcod Stamp Act of 1977 to 
include within the definition of "food" 
meals prepared and served to blind or dis
abled persons in public or private nonprofit 
group living arrangements that are certified 
under regulations issued under section 1616 
(e) of the Social Security Act. 

Section 7 ( 4) amends section 3 ( i) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 to include, and 
thereby make eligible for food stamp pro
gram participation, within the definition of 
"household" disabled or blind recipients of 
benefits under title II or title XVI of the 
Eocial Security Act who are residents in a 
public or private nonprofit group living ar
rangement (which serves no more than six
teen residents) thlllt is certified by the ap
propriate State agency or agencies under reg
ulations issued under section 1616(e) of the 
Social Security Act. 

Section 7(5) further amends section 3(i) 
to provide that residents of federally sub
sidized housing for the elderly, disabled or 
blind residents in public or private non
profit groups living arrangements that are 
certified under regulations issued under sec
tion 1616(e) of the Social Security Act, and 
narcotics addicts or alcoholics who live under 
the supervision of a private nonprofit insti
tution for the purpose of regular participa
tion in a drug or alcoholic treatment pro
gram, will be considered individual house
holds. This amendment is in accord with 
current program practices for the elderly 
and narcotics addicts and alcoholics in treat
ment programs. 

Section 7 ( 6) amends section 3 ( k) of the 
Food Stamp Act of 1977 to include public 
or private nonprofit group living arrange
ments that serve meals to disabled or blind 
residents within the definition of "retail 
food store". 

Section 8 amends section 10 of the Food 
Stamp Act of 1977 to provide that public or 
private nonprofit group living arrangements 
that serve meals to disabled or blind resi-
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dents may not redeem those residents' food 
stamps through banks. This is the same pro
hibition that is currently applicable to drug 
addiction or alcoholic treatment and reha
b111tation programs. 

Section 9. Denial of benefits to certain 
households. 

Section 9 adds a new subsection (i) to sec
tion 6 of the Food Stamp Act of 1977. 

New subsection (i) provides that no house
hold that contains a person involved in a 
labor management dispute shall be eligible to 
participate in the food stamp program un
less the household meets the income guide
lines, asset requirements, and work regis
tration requirements of the Food Stamp Act 
of 1977. 

Section 10. Implementation. 
Section 10(a) provides that the provisions 

of sections 2 and 3 of the bill (the provi
sions for the excess medical expense deduc
tion and removal of the ceiling on the excess 
shelter expense deduction for households 
containing an elderly or disabled member) 
will be implemented in all States by Janu
ary 1, 1980, and will not affect the rights or 
liab111ties of the Secretary, States, and ap
plicant or participating households, under 
the Food Stamp Act of 1977 in effect on 
July 1. 1979, until implemented. 

Section 10(b) requires the Secretary of 
Agriculture-within 150 days after the date 
of enactment of this blll-to issue final regu
lations implementing sections 4 through 6 of 
the blll, the provisions of the bill on provi
sion of information, repayment for fraud. 
and State share of recoveries. 

Section 10(c) provides that the provisions 
of 7 and 8 of the bill , the provisions deal
ing with group living arrangements for the 
disabled and blind, will be implemented in 
all States by July 1, 1980, and will not affect 
the rights or Uab111ties of the Secretary, 
States, and applicant or participating house
holds, under the Food Stamp Act of 1977 
in effect on July 1, 1979, until implemented. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
yield to the Senator from North Carolina 
(Mr. HELMS). 

Mr .. HELMS. Mr. President, I say to 
the Senator from South Dakota that it 
has been a pleasure to work with him on 
this measure. We have had some differ
ing opinions; but, as always, we have 
agreed to disagree agreeably. I congrat
ulate him for the fine work he has done. 

I join him in paying tribute to other 
Senators on the committee and to the 
conferees of the House and the Senate, 
because a great deal of work was in
volved. 

Mr. President, I am pleased with 
some improvements in this bill as re
ported by the conference committee. 
The Senate's three antifraud amend
ments with the amendment requiring 
early implementation of those provi
sions, will save millions of tax dollars 
and help establish credibility with the 
food stamp program by reducing fraudu
lent participation. 

Also, the bill still contains some 
worthwhile program improvements that 
were adopted in the Senate. Senator 
LuGAR's amendment to the bill protects 
the truly needy in the event of benefit 
reductions. Also, it makes clear Con
gress intention of tolerating no more 
contortions on the part of the Food and 
Nutrition Service in order to delay 
benefit reductions until the point of 
crisis is reached. as Assistant Secretary 
Foreman and FNS did earlier this year. 
Senator TALMADGE's amendment changed 
the program so that unused budget au-

thority will revert at the end of each 
fiscal year, thus lending greater signifi
cance and practical support to the con
cept of the spending ceiling. 

Though some reservations are in 
order because the food stamp program 
is perhaps not the proper vehicle for 
such a provision, relief for the high 
medical costs of our Nation's elderly is 
provided in this bill in the form of the 
Stone amendment. 

Finally, the House conferees also ac
cepted the Stafford-Dole amendment, 
which permits the blind and disabled 
residents of small State-certified group 
living arrangements the same benefits 
in the program as are affo-rdP.<i. P~.rrotiP.s 
addicts or alcoholics participating in 
treatment programs. 

It is interesting that the House con
ferees also recognized the value of the 
Senate's eligibility verification .l.mend
ment. But to the frustration of the 
House conferees the proxies of absent 
Senate majority conferees rejected the 
proposed compromise by receding to 
the House position. This meant no pro
vision of this type at all. 

I cannot understand how Members 
of this body can oppose verification of 
eligibility in the food stamp program 
when those verification procedures are 
subject to the approval of the Secre
tary of Agriculture. Clearly, dedication 
to the prevention of overissuances in 
this program is lacking on the part of 
those Members. 

I am also pleased that the House con
ferees could not accept the Senate's 
hastily conceived and, I feel, unwise de
cision to eliminate authorization limits 
on the program for fiscal years 1980 and 
1981. So, Senate conferees receded to 
the House position on this matter and, 
thereby, preserved that important con
gressional budgetary controL 

Finally, Senator McGovERN's substi
tute for Senator THURMOND's so-called 
striker amendment was adopted as a 
clear restatement of present program 
operations. As a condition to accepting 
that amendment, Senator THuRMOND 
was assured that Senator McGovERN 
and I would exhort the Secretary to pro
vide information detailing program 
participation and cost impacts that 
result from the eligibility of households 
with Members who have voluntarily 
stopped working because of a labor
management dispute. I ask unanimous 
consent that the letter sent by Senator 
McGovERN and me requesting such 
reporting be printed in the RECORD fol
lowing my remarks. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, a point re

mains that should not go unmentioned. 
This bill authorizes the expenditure of 
funds that would not have been needed 
had it not been for the inept administra
tion of the program. Assistant Secretary 
Foreman and FNS officials have con
sistently disregarded fiscal responsibility 
in administering this program. Their 
decision to ignore congressional intent 
by eliminating the purchase require
ments months before implementing 
participation-restricting provisions of 

the 1977 act-that is, not implementing 
those features simultaneously--cost in 
excess of $275 million, according to the 
Congressional Budget Office. This sort of 
mismanagement continues and is re
flected in the program's regulations. 

Mr. President, because of this serious 
problem, I pledge to my colleagues and 
constituents my continued activity in 
this legislative area. This program is in 
need of the closest legislative oversight. 
I intend to do my part to insure that the 
Senate has ample opportunity to exer
cise its responsibilities in the future. 

I regret that I cannot support this bill. 
ExHmiT 1 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 

NUTRITION, AND FORESTRY, 
Washington, D.C. July 26, 1979. 

Hon. BOB BERGLAND, 
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
Washington, D .C. 

DEAR MR. SECRETARY : During its considera
tion of the bill to increase the fiscal year 1979 
authorization for appropriations for the food 
stamp program, the Senate debated several 
issues. Of interest and concern was the fact 
that persons may be particip-ating in the food 
stamp program or receiving larger benefits 
as a result of participating in a labor-man
agement dispute. 

Among those Senators active in floor de
bate, there seemed to be a consensus that the 
mere fact that a household member is in
volved in a labor-management dispute should 
not render that household ineligible for food 
stamps. However, many of those Senators 
raised questions about the number of house
holds that participate, and how many house
holds receive increased food stamp benefits 
because a household member is participating 
in such a dispute (lockouts excluded). as 
well as the resulting costs. 

In order that Congress may be better in
formed on this issue, we would appreciate 
your providing the Committee by November 
1, 1979, and sexni-annually thereafter, your 
best estimate of actual program participa
tion and costs attributable to household 
members participating in a labor-manage
ment dispute for the previous one-hal! fiscal 
year. 

With every good wish, we are 
Sincerely, 

GEORGE S . McGOVERN, 
JESSE HELMS. 

e Mr. TALMADGE. I support H.R. 4057 
as · reported by the committee of con-
ference. 

I am pleased that three of the four 
antifraud provisions that were offered 
by Senator HELMS and included in the 
substitute that passed the Senate are 
also contained in the conrference sub-
stitute. 

The food stamp program works. It 
allows the truly needy to obtain food 
purchasing assistance. However, it has 
gotten out of hand in many instances. 
The adoption and implementation of the 
antifraud provisions contained in the 
conference substitute will, hopefully, go 
a long way toward rooting out peroons 
who wrongfully receive program benefits. 

These provisions, when coupled with 
the Lugar amendment and the repeal of 
the authority for the carryover of appro
priated funds, strengthen the program 
and give Congress a better handle on 
evaluating program perfloriT'_ance. I would 
hope that the Department of Agriculture 
moves quickly to get these provisions 
implemented. The congressional Agricul-
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ture Committees and Congress as a whole 
want the integrity of the food stamp 
program restored. Only through effective 
administration at the Federal, State, and 
county levels can this goal be achieved. 
If the actual, as well as the perceived, 
abuse of the program is to be removed, 
vigorous administration will be neces
sary. 

Only two provisions of the Senate 
amendment are not included in the con
ference substitute. Those are the provi
sions first, removing the ceilings on ~e 
authorization for appropriations for fis
cal years 1980 and 1981 and second, al
lowing the States to adopt supplemental 
eligibility verification procedures. I sup
port both of these provisions. While I 
favor full funding for the food stamp 
program, I also want program benefits to 
go only to the truly needy. When these 
objectives are joined together, lower total 
program funding will be necessary. 

The increase in the authorization for 
appropriations for the 1979 program and 
the provisions on the excess shelter and 
medical expense deductions are neces
sary to address immediate concerns. The 
provisions on the "cap" and allowable 
deductions contained in ~e Food Stamp 
Act of 1977 were based on estimates and 
assumptions on the economic circum
stances in the Nation during the period 
of 1977 through 1981. These estimates 
and assumptions were wrong. We cannot 
close our eyes to the needs of others or to 
changing circumstances. The conference 
substitute addresses these issues in a re
sponsible manner. 

Chairman FoLEY of the House Com
mittee on Agriculture presided over the 
conference in his usual efficient and pro
fessional manner. Senator McGovERN is 
to be congratulated for his fine work on 
this legislation. Senator HELMS was most 
cooperative during all deliberations and 
his suggestions have greatly improved 
this bill. Senators STONE, LEAHY, MEL
CHER, LUGAR, and HAYAKAWA ably repre
sented the Senate in the conference. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in sup
porting the conference report on H.R. 
4057 .• 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to join me in supporting 
the conference report, and I move its 
adoption. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the conference 
report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the conference report was agreed to. 

Mr. HELMS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The moton to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

NOTIFICATION FROM EXPORT-IM
PORT BANK REGARDING EXPORT 
OF AIRCRAFT 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I call 
to the attention of my colleagues a com
munication which I have received from 
the Export-Import Bank pursuant to sec
tion 2(b) (3) (i) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945, as amended, notifying 
the Senate of a proposed direct credit 

of $126,405,000 to assist the export from 
the United States of two 747-200B jet 
aircraft and related spare parts and en
gines to China Air Lines <CAL) , the 
government-held commercial air carrier 
of Taiwan. Section 2 (b) (3) (i) of the act 
requires the Bank to notify the Congress 
of proposed loans or financial guaran
tees in the amount of $100,000,000 or 
more, at least 25 days of continuous ses
sion of the Congress prior to the date of 
final approval. Upon expiration of this 
period, the Bank may give final approval 
to the transaction unless the Congress 
adopts legislation to preclude such ap
proval. 

In this case, the Bank proposes to ex
tend a direct loan to cover 90 percent 
of the 7 4 7 transaction and the loan will 
be unconditionally guaranteed by the 
Coordination Council for North Ameri
can Affairs, acting on behalf of the gov
erning authorities of Taiwan. The sale 
has a total estimated U.S. export value 
of $140,450,000. Moreover, in addition to 
the two above-mentioned aircraft, CAL 
is also purchasing two Boeing wide-bod
ied jet aircraft without Eximbank fi
nancing. The Eximbank credit will bear 
interest at the rate of 8% percent per 
annum and be repayable in 20 semian
nual installments beginning December 
15, 1981. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the letter from Eximbank per
taining to this transaction be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ExPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.C. 
Hon. Wn.LIAM PROXMIRE, 
Chairman, Committee on Banking, Housing 

and Urban Affairs, U.S. Senate, Wash
ington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: In accordance with 
Section 2(b) (3) (i) of the Export-Import 
Bank Act of 1945, as amended, I have re
ported to the President of the Senate and the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives on 
an application currently pending considera
tion by the Bank. I am taking the Uberty of 
providing you with a copy of this statement. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN L. MOORE, Jr. 

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.C., July 13, 1979. 
Hon. WALTER F. MONDALE, 
President of the Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: Pursuant to Section 
2(b) (3) (i) of the Export-Import Bank Act 
of 1945, as amended, Eximbank hereby sub
mits a statement to the United States Senate 
with respect to the following transaction in
volving U.S. exports to Taiwan: 

A. Description of Transaction. 
1. Purpose: Eximbank is prepared to make 

a credit of $126,405,000 available to China 
Airlines Limirted. (CAL) to facmtate the pur
chase in the United States by CAL of two 
new Boeing 747-200B jet aircraft, related 
spare engines and parts. The engines for the 
aircraft are manufactured. by Pratt and 
Whitney, a subsidiary of United. Technologies 
Corporation. The total U.S. export value for 
this transaction is estimated to be $140,-
450,000. 

2. Identity of the Parties. 
(a) Borrower: 
CAL is the commercial air carrier of Tal-

wan and its shares are held by its directors 
and senior officers on behalf of the govern
ment. Eximbank has previously made eleven 
loans to CAL and repayments have been 
made on a timely basis. CAL currently files 
to 16 cities in 10 countries, mainly in the 
western Pacific but also in the Middle East, 
and to Honolulu, Los Angeles and San Fran
cisco in the United States. The Eximbank 
credit will be made through a U.S. com
mercial bank or, as permitted under the 
Taiwan Relations Act and Executive Order 
No. 12143 through the American Institute on 
Taiwan to the Coordination Council for 
North American Affairs on behalf of CAL. 

(b) Guarantor: 
The Coordination Council for North Amer

ican Affairs, acting on behalf of the govern
ing authorities on Taiwan, will uncondi
tionally guarantee payment of CAL's indebt
edness under the direct credit. 

3. Nature and Use O!f Goods and Services. 
The principal goods to be exported from 

the United States are two commercial jet air
craft to be used by CAL on its western 
Pacific and Middle East routes. The air
frames for the 747's will be manufactured 
in the Seattle-Renton-Everett area by The 
Boeing Company of Seattle, Washington. 
The engines for the aircraft will be manu
factured by the Pratt and Whitney Aircraft 
Group of United Technologies Corporation 
in Hartford, Connecticut. In addition, other 
U.S. firms wlll furnish spare parts. 

B. Explanation of Eximbank Financing. 
1. Reasons: 
The EXimbank credit of $126,405,000 will 

facllltate the export of $140,450,000 of United 
States goods. Sales, profits and employment 
for U.S. aircraft manufacturers and their 
subcontractors are heavily dependent upon 
exports. Through 1990, aircraft purchases by 
foreign airlines are expected to account for 
approximately 40% of total U.S. aircraft 
sales. Eximbank's financial support for ex
ports of U.S. aircraft has assisted U.S. air
craft manufacturers in obtaining approXi
mately 80 % of the world market for com
mercial jet aircraft. 

Boeing estimates that the export of the two 
financed aircraft wlll provide 2.9 million 
man/ hours of work for Boeing and its sub
contractors. Additional benefits which will 
flow to the United States from the transac
tion include sizeable follow-on exports of 
spare parts, ground support and other related 
equipment. . 

It should be pointed out that due to the 
nature of CAL's routes, where many of its 
long distance flights are broken by intermed
iate stops, CAL seriously considered the pur
chase of the Airbus Industrie's A-300. CAL 
was offered more generous financing terms 
for the competing aircraft than thOSe offered 
by Eximbank for the U.S. aircraft. CAL cur
rently operates a nearly all U.S. manufactured 
fleet of aircraft, with past Eximbank support 
having fina.nced many of these aircraft. 

Moreover, in addition to the two aircraft to 
be financed by the Eximbank credit, CAL is 
also purchasing two Boeing wide-body jet 
aircraft, a 747 freighter and a new Boeing 
747SP, which together with related spares 
have an estimated U.S. cost of $128,000,000, 
without Eximbank's financial support. CAL 
intends to use these two aircraft on long 
distance routes on which the A-300 could not 
be used, and therefore Eximbank offered only 
its guarantee and not a direct credit to fi
nance these two aircraft. CAL decided to 
finance this purchase without the Eximbank 
guarantee. Boeing estimates that the export 
of these two aircraft will provide 2.9 million 
man/ hours of work for Boeing and its sub
contractors. 

Furthermore, Eximbank has issued a pre
liminary commitment in connection with the 
potential sale to SAL of two Boeing 767-200 
jet aircraft and related spare parts. 

2. The Financing Plan. 
The financing plan for the total U.S. pro-
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curement suppol'lted by Eximbank 1s as fol 
lows : 
Percentage of U.S. Costs Totals 
Cash Payment 10.0 percent_ ____ $14,045, 000 
Eximbank Credit 90.0 percent __ 126, 405, 000 

Total ---- ------- - - ------ -- $140,450,000 

(a) Eximbank Charges. 
The Eximbank credit wm bear interest at 

the rate of 8 ';4 per annum, payable semi
annually. A commit ment fee of 'h of 1 per
cent per annum will also be charged on the 
undisbursed pol'tion of the Eximbank credit. 

(b) Repayment Terms. 
The Eximbank credit will be repaid by CAL 

in 20 equal semiannual installments begin
rung December 15, 1981. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN L . MOORE, Jr. 

EVENTS IN AFGHANISTAN SHOW 
NEED FOR U.S. HUMAN RIGHTS 
COMMITMENT 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, re

ports have recently come to the attention 
of U.S. officials concerning gross viola
tions of human rights in Afghanistan. 
The July 22 edition of the Washington 
Post carried an account of the harsh con
ditions under the present regime. Ac
cording to the Post, over 300 religious 
business leaders were taken to a prison 
in Kabul last October following upris
ings in one of the provinces. They were 
subsequently blindfolded, robbed, beaten, 
and executed by firing squads. 

The United States has begun to take 
significant action against the Govern
ment of Afghanistan, particularly after 
the assassination of Ambassador Adolph 
Dubs this past February. Among other 
things, we have halted new aid to the 
country and recently have voted against 
granting it loans from various inter
national agencies. 

Of course, Mr. President, the United 
States has the moral duty to take such 
actions. Not only because of the tragic 
loss of Adolph Dubs but also because of 
the gross abuses of human rights in 
Afghanistan, we are right in showing 
that we will not tolerate such actions. 

Yet, if we are to take such steps in 
the name of basic human rights, then I 
have a request of my colleagues: Let us 
act from a position of maximum credi
bility in this area. If we are to com
ment on the atrocities in other nations, 
we must first demonstrate our own com
mitment to the most basic of all rights
the right to live. We can show our com
mitment by ratifying the Genocide 
Convention. 

Mr. President, I do not intend to 
equate the events in Afghanistan with 
genocide. As deplorable as they are, they 
do. not fit the accepted definition of the 
cnme. 
~ather, I cite them because they re

mmd ~ of the need for an even greater 
co~m1tment to human rights by our 
Nation: ~et us begin this commitment 
by rat1fymg the Genocide Convention. 

I ask that the text of the Post article 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be prtnted in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN AFGHANISTAN STIR STATE 
DEPARTMENT CONCERN 

(By Don Oberdorfer) 
More than 3,000 political prisoners have 

been executed and many thousands more 
locked up in overcrowded prisons by the 
shaky revolutionary regime in Afghanistan, 
according to reports reaching U.S. officials. 

The reports depict regular executions, es
timated at 20 to 50 a n1ght, at Pol-I-Charki 
prison outside Kabul, capital of the remote, 
mountainous country. Victims of the impris
onment and executions, according to there
ports, are m111tary personnel, religious lead
ers, major figures in previous governments, 
large land owners and a variety of others 
considered hostile to the rulers. 

"We are deeply concerned about the situa
tion," said Assistant Secretary of State Patt 
Derian, who heads the State Department's 
human rights activities. "The human rights 
situation in Afghanistan is not widely known, 
but we are receiving continuing reports of 
mass arrests and executions." 

A leftist government headed by Nur Mo
hammed Taraki, a former press attache In 
the embassy In Washington, took power In 
a. coup in April 1978. The new regime quar
reled with traditional leaders and with many 
tribal groups, conducted internal purges 
against factions of the small revolutionary 
party, and turned increasingly for support 
to the Soviet Union. 

American officials estimate that the ruling 
regime now controls less than half the coun
try and much of that only in daylight hours. 
A variety of insurgent groups, including 
tribal units based in neighboring Pakistan, 
are reported taking a heavy toll of embattled 
government forces. 

American officials believe the Tarakl gov
ernment is under subtle or overt pressure 
from the Soviets to broaden the regime 
rather than risk collapse in the deepening in
surgency. Wit h the past several weeks Soviet 
news media have begun speaking of an Af
ghan "united front ," though none is visible 
to other observers. 

Soviet pilots have been reported fiylng 
helicopters and transport aircraft, ·but there 
is no indication that the Tarakl regime has 
turned to the Russians for combat or oc
cupation troops. Such an action would te a 
desperation move with uncertain conse
quences among the independent-minded 
Afghans, according to American observers. 

Many prominent Afghans reportedly were 
executed shortly after last year's coup. 
Roundups of opponents and executions are 
reported to have continued as the regime 
faced growing confiict with broad segments 
of Afghan society. According to the reports 
reaching American officials : 

Some 390 religious and business leaders 
from Kandahar Province were taken to Pol
I-Charki prison last October after uprisings 
in that area. They were blindfolded, their 
watches and money removed, t.hen beat en 
and executed by firing squads 10 at a time. 
Their bodies were thrown into a common 
grave and bulldozed. 

Two busloads of condemned mlUtary 
officers overpowered their guards on the way 
to the execution site two months ago. More 
than 80 persons were kllled in the ensuing 
battle, which spread into the prison and was 
suppressed by government troops. Some of 
the prisoners escaped. 

Pol-I-Charki prison, originally built for 
no more than 6 ,000 persons, is overfiowin~ 
with about 15,000. Prisoners sleep on a rota
tion system. 

Among the few positive signs are recent 
reports that around 70 members of the 
Parcham party, one of two original factions 
of the ruling regime, have been released from 

prison. A number of Parchamite leaders, who 
were inl tially posted as ambassadors after 
the revolution, have taken refuge in East 
European countries. 

The United States has cut off all new aid 
to Afghanistan, withdrawn the Peace Corps 
and !~duced official personnel, especially 
after the killing of U.S. Ambassador Adolph 
Dubs in Kabul last Feb. 14. The United 
S tates recently voted against several loans 
for Afghanistan in international financial 
agencies and made high-level presentations 
in Kabul about human rights abuses. 

UNITED NATIONS EMERGENCY 
FORCE 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, the man
date of the Security Council of the 
United Nations Emergency Force, better 
known by its abbreviated name, UNEF, 
that was set up in 1973 to supervise the 
two Sinai disengagement agreements 
negotiated by then Secretary of State, 
Dr. Henry Kissinger, expired on July 24, 
1979. The Carter administration's hope 
that the Security Council of the United 
Nations would renew this mandate was 
dissipataed by the Soviets firm refusal to 
go along with the American proposal. 
The latest rejection came in Vienna 
where Carter failed to convince Soviet 
President Brezhnev of the positive effect 
that such an eventual Soviet approval 
would have on the SALT debate in the 
United States. The Soviet Union main
tained her well-known position which 
condemns the separate peace treaty ne
gotiated with American help between 
Egypt and Israel. Because of this Soviet 
approach, the United States did not in
troduce any proposal to the Security 
Council concerning the renewal of the 
mandate of UNEF. 

On the other hand, President Carter 
deeply committed himself to the idea of 
an armed force supervising all of the 
steps taken in accordance with the treaty 
in a letter to Israeli Prime Minister 
Menachem Begin on March 26, 1979. In 
this letter which accompanied the treaty, 
President Carter confirmed the strong 
desire of the United States for provision 
of such armed forces to insure the imple
mentation of the peace treaty. The letter 
also included a promise that, if the Secu
rity Council would reject an American 
proposal to renew the mandate of the 
UNEF, the United States would take 
steps to set up a multinational military 
force. 

In light of these facts, the Israeli Gov
ernment requested the establishment of 
a multinational military force. This re
quest was rejected by the White House 
and the State Department as contrary to 
the intention of the United States. Amer
ican officials claim that the letter written 
by President Carter provided for such a 
measure only after the expiration of 3 
years from the signing of the peace 
treaty. The Israelis deny any such inter
pretation and emphasize the need for a 
military force that is capable of stopping 
terrorist intrusion along the borders. 

Most recently, the Carter administra
tion came up with a proposal that is 
clothed in the guise of a private diplo-
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matic agreement reached with the Soviet 
Union. The gist of this agreement ~?~ld 
include a provision to turn over m1tlal 
supervision of the Egyptian/Israeli peace 
treaty to a few hundred United Nations 
truce observers. Israel immediately asked 
the United States to abandon any such 
agreement. 

The Carter administration refused, 
and according to the Washington Post, 
said it would push ahead with its efforts 
to implement the Russian-approved 
observers plan which both superpowers 
apparently hope will improve the 
chances of Senate approval of the Stra
tegic Arms Limitation Treaty. . . 

The facts described above md1eate 
that the Carter administration has not 
yet learned its lesson fr.om even~ like 
the Communist takeover m Afghamstan, 
the collapse of the Shah of Iran, and the 
most recent political changes in Nic
aragua. By pushing both Egypt and 
Israel too hard, President Carter appears 
to be more concerned about his personal 
political success than the well-being and 
the vital interests of this country. 

As a result, the United States faces a 
situation that can easily destroy the 
achievements of the peace treaty. First, 
the Carter administration, unnecessa
rily and against the will of the parties 
involved, linked the success of the im
plementation of the peace treaty with 
the entirely detrimental political inten
tions of the Soviet Union. Thus, the 
United States unnecessarily and unwisely 
brought into this process the Soviet 
Union, a superpower openly hostile to 
both Egypt and Israel. This was done 
contrary to the expressed desire of 
Egyptian President Sadat and Israeli 
Prime Minister Menachem Begin. A 
direct Soviet involvement at this stage 
would be also contrary to the best in
terests of the United States. 

Second, in the private diplomatic 
agreement proposed, truce observers 
would be responsible to the Secretary 
General of the United Nations and not 
to the Security CounciL This, in turn, 
would create a volatile political situation 
in which the Secretary General would 
become extremely vulnerable to direct 
Soviet and, through it, to indirect ~ab 
pressure. 

Third, the Carter administration again 
managed to push the United States into 
a very precarious situation in which it 
can easily again appear as a country 
that does not live up to its commitments. 
These are grave concerns that obviously 
cannot only hurt the United States, 
Egypt, and Israel but also the cause of 
peace in the Middle East. 

For these reasons, I believe that it is 
time for a more sober analysis of the 
entire situation in this part of the world. 
Such an analysis must start with closer 
cooperation among the countries imme
diately involved and not by exporting 
problems which arise out of the imple
mentation of this treaty. The involve
ment of the Soviet Union, which does 
not even recognize the State of Israel 
can only have a detrimental effect o~ 
any peaceful effort in the Middle East. 

MORMON PIONEERS 132D ANNIVER
SARY 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, this week 
is a special week for the people of Utah, 
being the 132d anniversary of the en
trance of the Mormon Pioneers into the 
Great Salt Lake valley on July 24, 1847. 
This event is commemorated annually by 
Utahans as well a.s the 4 million members 
of the Mormon Church worldwide, I join 
my fellow Utahans and other Americans 
in extending tribute and reverence to 
those hardy pioneers who took a desert 
no one wanted and transformed it into 
the beautiful place it now is. 

The Mormon religion has deep roots 
in American history, having had its ori
gin on American soil. It was organized 
with six members in 1830 by Joseph 
Smith in western New York, which at 
that time was on the edge of the Amer
ican frontier. The new church grew 
rapidly, buoyed by the successes of 
hardy church missionaries who carried 
the message of the church across Amer
ica and to many foreign nations. In 
spite of misunderstanding and religious 
persecution that developed because of 
the beliefs of this new religion, the Mor
mons united behind their leaders and 
moved west, settling at different times 
in the bountiful State of Ohio, Missouri, 
and Dlinois. Although eventually forced 
to abandon these settlements, the indus
trious Mormons made lasting contribu
tions toward frontier America in their 
search for religious freedom. 

These tenacious souls followed the 
traditions of earlier "pioneering" ances
tors who had migrated from the Old 
World to the New World in order to prac
tice their religious convictions in peace. 

Eventually settling in Illinois, the Mor
mons took a swamp on the banks of the 
Mississippi River no one else wanted and 
transformed it into a beautiful and pro
gressive city named Nauvoo, then the 
largest city in the State. However, their 
peaceful stay in Nauvoo did not last for 
long. Following the murder of their 
leader, Joseph Smith, the Mormons chose 
to leave their comfortable homes and 
newly-built temple behind rather than 
compromise their cherished convictions. 
Forced by mob pressure to abandon their 
beloved city in the middle of February, 
the residents of Nauvoo crossed the Mis
sissippi and sought refuge in Indian ter
ritory on the other side before beginning 
their arduous treck to the Rocky Moun
tains. 

Brigham Young, perhaps the greatest 
organizer in U.S. history, led the group 
of Mormon pioneers westward. Folk songs 
from these pioneers tell of the trials and 
tribulations and of sickness and death 
that accompanied that excursion as they 
trod the hot, dusty trails with only scanty 
preparations. The dead were buried in 
shallow, often unmarked graves along 
the way as the survivors were forced to 
leave the bodies of their loved ones 
behind. 

But it was the character of these 
American pioneers to make the best of 
any situation. Despite near starvation the 
first winter and a grasshopper plague 

that nearly destroyed the crops of the 
second summer, the Mormons once 
again transformed a land, this time a 
land considered as uninhabitable, arid 
wasteland, referred to on maps of the 
day as the great American desert, into a 
thriving State. In time, the first 143 
Mormons who arrived in the Salt Lake 
valley on July 24, 1847, were joined by 
thousands from every corner of the 
world. Some could not afford wagons and 
had to pusih their belongings in wheel
like handcarts. Although one handcart 
company alone lost one-third of its 
membem when they were caught in the 
snows of an early winter, the dangers of 
crossing the Great Plains did not deter 
them. The ftow continued until Mormons 
settled every corner of the West and 
played an enormously important role in 
the early histories of Arizona, New Mex
ico, Colorado, Wyoming, California, 
Idaho, and Nevada. 

Life was not easy for these early pio
neers. Snakes, sagebrush, and Indian 
skirmishes were only some of the prob
lems they faced. Yet they confronted 
these obstades with a cheerfulness and 
optimism thrut rema-ins a shining exam
pie for us today. At every crisis, their 
unity as families and as a people helped 
them to triumph over every difficulty. 
Even today the MQllillon people continue 
this tradition of family unity by empha
sizing the importance of strong families 
as the foundrution of a great nation. 

The example of the early Utah pio
neers is an inspiration for us to follow 
in conquering the problems we face as a 
nation. These courageous people never 
lost faith in their religious beliefs or in 
the constitutional privileges that they 
sacrificed to preserve. By following their 
example, this great Nation will also be 
able to overcome any adversities that 
confront us. I join others throughout the 
land at this time in commemorating this 
hol'iday and acknowledging the great 
contributions of the Mormon pioneers to 
our American heritage. 

LOW LEVEL RADIATION HEALTH 
EFFECTS 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, many of 
us have been concerned about the health 
effects of low level radiation. The Health 
Subcommittee of the Labor and Human 
Resources Committee, on which both 
Senator HUMPHREY and I serve, has held 
two hearings on the subject this year 
alone. Senator HUMPHREY and I have 
been investigating this problem in depth, 
especially as it affects our constituents. 
I have been concerned about civilians 
exposed to fallout during bomb tests in 
Utah in the 1950's, while the distin
guished Senator from New Hampshire 
has been investigating claims that radia
tion exposure at the Portsmouth Naval 
Shipyard in New Hampshire has harmed 
workers there. 

Senator HuMPHREY has written an ex
cellent article, appearing in the June 29, 
1979, edition of the Portsmouth Herald, 
which addresses many of the issues that 
are raised about low level radiation ex
posure. This article brings the pr~le.m 
into perspective, and I commend 1t to 
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the attention of my colleagues. I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

RADIATION ScARE STORIES 

Many have been misled in the past year or 
two about the health effects of low level 
radiation. To be sure, no excess of radiation 
is completely safe. 

But scare stories concerning radiation in 
the Three Mile Island incident and Dr. 
Na.rja.rian's supposed findings at Portsmouth 
Naval Shipyard have misled the public. Facts 
not hysteria, must win out. 

First, let's review the facts about radiation 
exposure to the population surrounding the 
Three Mile Island nuclear !ac111ty. 

The current best estimate of the highest 
possible dose to any one individual is 83 
milllrem. 

This is the dose that would have been 
received by a hypothetical person standing 
out-of-doors the entire week of the incident 
at the spot of highest concentration of radia
tion. Of course, no one was at this spot, but 
this will allow estimates of risk to err on the 
high side. Now, 83 millirem is a. hard concept 
to grasp. 

Let's look at it this way. The risk asso
ciated with radiation at this level is com
parable to the risk of an individual smoking 
fourteen cigarettes. 

Another way of looking at this risk is to 
examine radiation dosage received from nat
ural background radiation such as cosmic 
rays. Such radiation cannot be avoided. A 
person living in Pennsylvania receives about 
125 m1llirem-year of this background 
radiation. 

Such a person would receive an additional 
85 mlllirem, the excess dose received by our 
hypothetical individual at Three Mile Island, 
simply by living for one year in North Dakota. 
Natural background radiation in North Da
kota is 210 mlllirem. 

Preceding the scare stories on Three Mile 
Island was the inaccurate study of Ports
mouth Naval Shipyard by Dr. Thomas Na
j-arian. This study, which received spectacu
lar treatment by the Boston Globe e.nd 
grabbed headlines in other papers across the 
country, claimed that workers exposed to 
occupational levels of radi8.1t1on were dying 
of cancer at twice the national average. 

Last week, Dr. Naja.rlan came before the 
Health Subcommittee on which I serve, and 
told the committee that his earlier results 
were in error. A more careful reanalysis of 
his data. by Dr. Colton of Da.rtsmouth 
showed no significant statistical difference 
in overall cancer mtes. Thus, Dr. Naja.rlan's 
earlier study has been substantially repu
diated. 

The shipyard has e.n excellent sa.!ety rec
ord, and its radiation protection ·procedures 
are first-rate. The average li!~ime exposure 
to workers exposed to shipyard radiation is 
less than these same personnel have from ex
posure to natural background radiation or to 
medical sources such as X-rays. 

I submit that this risk is small compared 
to the risks in other industrial activities and 
is small compared to the dsks normally ac
cepted in daily life outside work. 

Let me add two items of personal interest. 
My office building here in Washington is 
constructed of granite ·blocks which contain 
a small amount of uranium. The measured 
radiation from these blocks combined with 
the natural background radtation e.nd the 
radiation I have received from X-rays is 
about the same as the exposure that ship
yard workers re<:eive. 

In addition, the radia.tion I received from 
cosmic rays as a.n airline pilot exceeds the 
levels which most shipyard workers receive. 
Because I flew at altitudes where there was 

less protection from these rays, I often re
ceived higher-than-average doses of radia
tion. Radiation has become a fact of Ute for 
many occupations. 

My purpose in this article is not to dis
miss the risks of low level radiation. Every 
a.ctivlty nas risks. Amerioa.ns must weigh 
the risks versus the benefits with all the in
formation available. We must not let scare 
stories blind us to the real benefits of nu
clear power. 

Mr. HATCH. I thank the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia is recognized. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate go into executive session to con
sider nominations on the Executive Cal
endar, all the nominations with the fol
lowing exceptions: Calendar Order No. 
270 and Calendar Order No. 274. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia? 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, and I shall not object, 
all of the items identified by the major
ity leader are cleared on our calendar, 
and we have no objection to proceeding 
to their consideration and their confir
mation. 

I observe, Mr. President, that one of 
t~e names included in the request, the 
llst identified by the majority leader, is 
that of W. Graham Claytor, which is one 
of those positions recently filled by the 
President, pursuant to his request that 
we try to move these new nominations as 
soon as possible and in any event prior to 
the August recess. 

I am happy to say that we are in a po
sition to clear that. 

But there is another item on the Cal
endar, and that is the nomination of 
Mrs. Patricia Roberts Harris. 

Did I understand that the majority 
leader did not include that one at this 
time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, I did in-
clude it. 

Mr. BAKER. That is included? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. We are pleased to report, 

Mr. President, that there is no objection 
to that. 

I see, further, that the distinguished 
Senator from North Carolina is present, 
and maybe he wishes to reserve on that 
particular one. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator will yield, I met with Mrs. Harris 
this afternoon in my office. We had a 
frank and candid discussion about a 
number of issues, two of which particu
larly are of concern to me, one being the 
tobacco campaign conducted in a way 
that resembled vendetta by Mrs. Harris' 
predecessor, and the other is the diffi
culty between the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare and the Univer
sity of North Carolina. 

Mrs. Harris and I discussed this issue, 
as I say, quite extensively, and I was 
very pleased with the assurances that 
she gave me. 

This lady strikes me as being not only 
intelligent but levelheaded. She has 

agreed that the Federal Government is 
not competent to run the University of 
North Carolina, and she has no obses
sion about the tobacco issue that would 
prompt her to refuse even to listen to 
opinions and facts with which she may 
differ. 

With that in mind, Mr. President, I 
am delighted to have the majority leader 
call up the Harris nomination, and I am 
sure it is reported in good faith just 
as I accepted her assurances in good 
faith earlier this afternoon. 

I have no objection to her nomination. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 

being no objection, the Senate proceeded 
to the consideration of executive busi
ness. 

The nominations will be stated. 

NATIONAL AERONAUTIC AND 
SPACE ADMINISTRATION 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Eldon D. Taylor, of 
Virginia, to be Inspector General, Na
tional Aeronautics and Space Adminis
tration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the nomin~t.ion was confirmed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDU
CATION, AND WELFARE 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the nomination of Patricia Roberts 
Harris, of the District of Columbia, to 
be Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the nomination was confirmed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed out of order to the consid
eration of Calendar Order No. 258. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the nomination. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
nomination will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of W. Graham Claytor, of 
the District of Columbia, to be Deputy 
Secretary of Defense. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the nomination was confirmed. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the re
maining nominations, with the exception 
of Calendar Nos. 270 and 274 on the 
Executive Calendar be considered and 
confirmed en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered en bloc and confirmed en bloc. 

The nominations considered and con
firmed en bloc are as follows: 

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

Alan Keith Campbell, of Texas, to be Direc
tor of the Office of Personnel Management. 

Jule M. Sugarman, of Virginia, to be Dep
uty Director of the Office of Personnel Man
agement. 

FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AUT HORITY 

H. Stephen Gordon, of Maryland, to be 
General Counsel of the Federal Labor Rela
tions Authority. 

Leon B. Applewhaite, of New York, to be 
a member of the Federal Labor Relations 
Authority. 

POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 

A. Lee Fritschler, of the District of Colum
bia, to be a commissioner of the Postal Rate 
Commission. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

Vincent P. Barabba, of New York, to be 
Director of the Census. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

John W. Macey, Jr., of Virginia, to be Di
rector of the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

William P. Hobgood, of Virginia, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Labor. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move en bloc to reconsider the vote by 
which the nominations were confirmed 
en bloc. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, I move to 
lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Presi
dent be immediately notified of the con
firmation of the nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
return to the consideration of legislative 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it-is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
there are, I believe, five orders, are there 
not. for the recognition of Senators on 
Monday? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
right. 

ORDER FOR THE RECOGNITION OF 
SENATORS JAVITS, PACKWOOD, 
AND DOLE ON MONDAY, JULY 30, 
1979 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that preceding 
those five orders the following Senators 
be recognized, each for not to exceed 15 
minutes: JAVITS, PACKWOOD, and DOLE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

The Chair hears none, and it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr President, 
does that make a total of seven orders 
for the recognition of Senators, each 
order being for 15 minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. I believe 
it is eight. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Eight. I thank 
the Chair. 

ORDER FOR TRANSACTION OF ROU
TINE MORNING BUSINESS ON 
MONDAY, JULY 30, 1979 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that whatever 
time remains between the completion of 
the orders for the recognition of Senators 
on Monday, and the hour of 12:30 p.m., 
that such time be utilized for the trans
action of routine morning business, and 
that Senators may speak therein up to 
5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
under the order previously entered, I be
lieve I am authorized, after consultation 
with the minority leader, to call up the 
military construction authorization bill 
at any time at the beginning of Monday? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

AUTHORIZATION FOR THE MAJOR
ITY LEADER TO CALL UP THE 
MILITARY CONSTRUCTION AU
THORIZATION BILL ON MONDAY 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I have consulted with the distinguished 
minority leader, and so I will proceed to 
call that bill up at 12:30 p.m. on Monday. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield to me? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. BAKER. I thank the Senator. 
I will advise him that the Member on 

this side who will manage this bill is 
apprised of that fact and will be on 
notice. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Very well. Just 
to make it by unanimous consent, I ask 
unanimous consent that at 12:30 p.m. 
on Monday the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the military construc
tion authorization bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TIME-LIMITATION AGREEJ.\1:ENT
S. 490 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at such 
time as Calendar Order No. 190, S. 490, 
the archeological resource bill, is made 
the pending business before the Senate 
that there be a time agreement on it as 
follows: 30 minutes on the bill to be 
equally divided between Mr. BUMPERS 
and Mr. HATFIELD; that there be a 20 
minute limitation on any amendment, 
debatable motion or appeal; a 10 minute 

limitation on any point of order if such 
be submitted to the Senate for discus
sion, and that the agreement be in the 
usual form. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

The text of the agreement follows: 
Ordered, That when the Senate proceeds 

to the consideration of S. 490 (Order No. 
190), debate on any amendment debatable 
motion or appeal shall be limited to 20 min., 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
mover of such and the manager of the bill; 
and debate on any point of order, which is 
submitted or on which the Chair entertains 
debate shall be limited to 10 min., to be 
equally divided and controlled by the mover 
of such and the manager of the bill: Pro
vided, That in the event the manager of the 
bill is in favor of any such amendment or 
motion, the time in opposition thereto shall 
be controlled by the minority leader or his 
designee: Provided further, That no amend
ment that is not germane to the provisions 
of the said bill shall be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
final passage of the said bill, debate shall be 
limited to 30 min., to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the Senator 
from Arkansas (Mr. Bumpers) and the Sena
tor from Oregon (Mr. Hatfield): Provided, 
That the said Senators, or either of them, 
may, from the time under their control on 
the passage of the said bill, allot additional 
time to any Senator during the consideration 
of any amendment, debatable motion, ap
peal, or point of order. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10 A.M. 
ON MONDAY 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that when the 
Senate completes its business today, it 
stand in recess until 10 o'clock Monday 
morning. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
on Monday the Senate will convene at 10 
a.m., following the recess. There are or
ders for the recognition of eight Sena
tors, each for not to exceed 15 minutes, 
after which there will be a period for the 
transaction of routine morning business 
during which Senators will be permitted 
to speak up to 5 minutes each. That pe
riod will end not later than 12:30 p.m. 

At 12:30 p.m., in any event, the Senate 
will proceed to the consideration of the 
military construction authorization bill. 
There is a time agreement thereon. Roll
call votes will occur. 

Next week shapes up as another busy 
week. It is hoped that during the week 
the Senate can dispose of, among other 
things, S. 1145, a bill to amend the Pub
lic Works and Economic Development 
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:

NATIONAL CONSUMER COOPERATIVE BANK

The following-named persons to

 be M

em-

bers o

f th

e B

oard of Directors of th

e N

ational

Consumer Cooperative B

ank for terms of 3

years (new positions)

William A. Clement, Jr.

, Associate Admin-

istrator for Minority Small Business and Cap-

ital Ownership Development, Small Business

Administration.

Graciela (Grace) Olivarez, Director, Com-

munity Services Administration.

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Paul A. Volcker, of New Jersey, to be a

Member of the Board of Governors of the

Federal Reserve System for the unexpired

term of 14 years from February 1,1978 , vice

G. William Miller.

Paul A. Volcker, of New Jersey, to be Chair-

man of the Board of Governors of the Federal

Reserve System for a term of 4 years (new

position) .

THE JUDICIARY

Gene E. Brooks, of Indiana, to be U.S. dis-

trlct judge for the southern district of Indi-

ana, vice a new positlon created by Public

Law 95-486, approved October 20, 1978 .

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

The following-named Foreign Service om-

cers for promotion from

 class 1 to the class

of Career Minister:

John Gunther Dean, of New York.

Samuel W. Lewis, of Texas.

Stephen Low, of Ohio.

William H. Luers, of Illinois.

Richard W. Murphy, of Maryland.

James W. Spain, of Florida.

0. Rudolph Aggrey, of the

 District of Co-

lumbia. a Foreign Service information ofñcer

of class 1, for promotlon to the class of Career

Minister for Information.

IN THE ARMY

The fo

llowing-named officers for 

promo-

tion in

 the Army of the United S

tates, under

provisio

ns o

f tit

le 

10, U

nited States Code,

sections 3

442 and 3447:

ARMY PROMOTION LIST

To be co

lonel

Adams

, Frank

 S.,      

     

   

Akin

, Je

re H

., 

  

      

   


Alexander, Joseph D

.,  

       

     

Alhouse, Robert D.,              

Allen, Kenneth 

D.,  

            

Allen, Lee,            .


Allen, Rlchard H.,  

            

Allen, Wayne C.,              

Amend, William B.,  

            

Andreson, Ronald K., 

            

Appling, David A.,              

Apruzzese, Vincent,  

            

Archer, Jo

hn R.,  

            

Arnold, W

allace C.,  

       

     

Arwood, Thomas B.,              

Bain Arthur H.,              

Baker, Larry A

. 

        

     

Banks, John W.              

Banning, Robert D.,              

Barkley, Craig C.,              

Barne

s, Willia

m R.,     

     

    

B~rrere, Richard P., 

 

            

Barrett, William M.,  

            

Barrow, John P.,              

Bauer, Anthony G.,              

Baxter, Thomas R.,              

Bayha, William T.,              

Beavers, Leslie E.,              

Behm, Peter S..  

            

Benows, Ronald L.,  

            

Bennett, Richard C.,              

Berdux, Sylvester C.,              

Best, James W.,              

Bihn. Marvin A.,              

Bissell. Norman M.,              

Blair, John D.             


B]alrely. Clyde H..  

            

Bliss. Richard A..  

            

Bloedorn. Garv W..              

Bloom. John D..              

Boes. Richmrd W..               

Bogart, William V..  

            

Boice, Craie H.,  

            

Boice, W

illiam M..  

       

     

Boles. Wayne T..              

Bomar. Hobbv J..              

Bond, Nelson B..              

Bons. Paul M..             


Boyd. Leo S..             


Bovlan. Peter J..              

Boylan. Steven V.,              

Bradin, James W..              

Bradley. William A.,              

Brallsford. Marvin.              

Bridgwater. Tom W.,              

Brintnall. Clarke M..               

Broocke. Nathan I..              

Brooks. Colleen L..              

Brown, Charles L.  

            

Brown, Harold L..              

Brown, Joe M.,              
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Kohl, Richard W

.,  

           


Lembke , Paul W. 

            


Libby, Billy W.,            .


Llnde rman, James R.,              

Ness, Le roy T.,            .


Prout, Gordon R.,             


Roque , Francis X.,             


Thomas, Eve re tte J.,             


Thompson, James G.,              

Todd, Ermine , Jr.,  

           

Walke r, Norman G.,             


JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL'S CORPS

To be colone l

Bolle r, Richard R.,             


Coke r, James R.,             


Dahllnge r, Richard,             


Downes, Michae l M.,  

           


Gray, Davld T.,            .


Haight, Barre tt S.,             


Hame l, Robe rt D.,             


Johnson, Je remy R.,              


Kuce ra, James,              

McCune, James N.,             


Murray, Robe rt É.,             


Mye rs, Walte r K.,             


O'Brie n, Francis D.,             


Rice , Paul J.,              

Stewart, Ronald B.,  

           


Subrown, James C.,             


MEDICAL SERVICE CORPS

To be colone l

Bayne , Calvin,            .


Bishop, Garland G.,             


Black, Edward J.,             


Brand, Fred C.,             


Brown, George L.,             


Bryant, Robe rt J.,             


Cobbs, John R.,            .


Corn, Poe R.,              

DePonte , Joseph P.,            


Dryden, David D.,             


Ellingson, Mayo K.,             


Emmons, Bobby B. 

      

      


Fechne r, Ruben F.,             


Habeck, Edgar J.,             


Hanson, Robe rt L.,             


Harris, Cecil B.,            .


Haye s, John D.,            .


He lse r, Carl W.,            .


He re k, Robe rt L.,             


Jackson, Thomas C.,            


Jone s, Ronald C.,             


Joyce , Brendan E.,             


Kennan, James S.,  

           


Korte , Thomas H.,  

           


Lafle ur, George J.,  

           

Ocke rt, Carroll A.,             


O'Donne ll, Frank P.,             


Pede rsen, Edward R.,  

            

Picha, Norbe rt O.,  

           


Pollock, Archie D.,  

           


Redman, David E.,  

           

Rengstorff, Roy H.,  

           


Reute r, Le roy H.,  

           


Robe rts, John E., 

    

       


Schie fe r, Donald D.,             


Slyman, George L.,             


Sobocinski, Philip,             


Story, Jack P.,            .


Summary, Robe rt J.,              

Taylor, Edward J.,  

      

     


Tuten, William R.,  

           


Uemura, Edward H.,  

            

Wilson, Jack R.,  

          .


Wood, Malcolm H.,             


ARMY MEDICAL SPECIALIST CORPS

To be colone l

Appleby, Howard A.,  

            

Carmona, Louis S.,             


Fritsch, Ann D.,  

      

    .


:Iacoboní, France s A., 

             

Mount, Dorothy M.,  

           


Sakson, Donald A.,  

           


VETERINARY CORPS

To be colone l

Be llamy, Albert D.,  

      

     


Carraway, Claude W.,  

       

     

Clark, William H.,              

DePaoli, Ale xande r,             


Drolte , James E.,  

           

Huxsoll, David L.,             


Kee fe , Thomas J.,  

           


Kovatch, Robe rt M.,              

Loizeaux, Pe te r S.,             


Ottenbe rg, John C.,             


Stedham, Michae l A.,              

ARMY NURSE CORPS

To be colone l

Butkiewicz, Edward,              

Frede rico, Anna K.,              

Goshling, Be rnadine ,              

Hamme r, Joyce A.,             


Harvey, John J.,            .


Hill, Pe rry J.,             


Hoove r, Mary P.,             


Hoppe , Jeanne ,             


Hube r, James O.,             


Jones, Addie B.,            .


Messerschmidt, Mary,              

Mille r, Te ryl R.,            .


Romeo, James J.,             


Seufe rt, He len J.,              

Sinclair, Janie A.,             


Soltys, Anthony W.,             


Sullivan, Barbara A.,              

Vine ys, Eugenia A.,  

           


ARMY PROMOTION LIST

To be

 Zieutenant colone t

Deuarona, Jose R., Sr.,  

            

McGrail, Francis J.,              

Middle ton, Thomas C.,  

            

Mize , William F., Jr.,  

            

Re id, John F.,             


Watt, Murray B.,             


IN THE NMY

The following-named commanders of the

U.S. Navy for temporary promotion to the

grade of captain in the line , pursuant to title

10, United State s Code , sections 5769 and

5791, subject to quallñcation the re for as pro-

vided by law:

Adkins, James N., Jr. Burns, Charle s E.

Adle r, Roy W.

Burns, John J.

Ake

rs, Max

 N.

Buss, Richard H.

Albre cht, Carl J.

 

Butche r, Bradle y A.

Ale xander, Edward E., Butte rñe ld, John A.

Jr. 

Calhoun ,  John F.

Ale xande r, He rshe l D. Calve rt, John F.

Ale xande r, Corington Calvin, Donald U.

A., Jr.

Carlson , William C .

Allende r, George R. Carpente r, John E.

Alvarez, Raoul Carson, Aubre y W.

Anckonie , Ale x III

 Carson. Richard L.

Ande rson, Bryan R.  

Catalano, Pe te r R.

Ande rson, Donald R. Chadick, Wayne L.

Armbruste r, William

 

Chambe rs, Le roy

A. 

Chile s, Henry G., Jr.

Bailey, Fred W. Christe nsen, Robe rt

Ball, Ronald F. 

Clardy, He rman S., Jr.

Barne s, Fle tche r J., 

 

Clarity, Michae l G.

III 

Clinton, John C.

Barnhart, Don H.

 

Coldwe ll, Thomas

Barringe r, Larry E. 

Cole , Ge rald L.

Benne tt, David G. Colle y, Michae l C.

Benne tt, David M.

 

Collins, James E.

Be rg Robe rt P. 

Collins, John F.

Bitoff, John W. 

Conne rton, James E.,

Blasch ,  Lynn P . Jr. 


Blatt, Russe l N. Cox, David R.

Bloh, William C. 

Cox, Kenne th H.

Boecke r, Donald V.

 

Coyne , George K., Jr.

Boland, Joseph E., Jr. Crowninshie ld,

Boorda, Je remy M. George W.

Borcik, David E. Curry, James D.

Bowle s, Vivian K. 

Curtin, James M.

Brandt, Robe rt T.

 

Dafoe , James L.

Bríckne r, John S.

 Danie ls, Shane P.

Briggs, Roge r (J. Davis, Walte r J., Jr.

Brooks, Paul E. Dawson. William H.

Brown, Michae l J.

 De lpe rcio, Michae l, Jr.

Brown, Ronald L.

 

Desko, Danie l A.

Bruce , Malvi

n D

. Dipalma, Robe rt F.

Brune , Charle s M.

 

Dittrick, John J., Jr.

Bull, Lyle F. Dombrowski, Renry R.

Bunting, Ke ith M.

 

Dre ssle r, Jose ph A.

Burche r, Philip E 

 

Drive r Ace C., Jr.

Drude , Leonard J.

IDuff, Karl M.

Duffey, Russe ll G.

Dunbar, Douglas P.,

Jr. 


Dundon, Alan M.

Dykeman, Charle s J.

Edgemond, John W.,

III

Eglin, James M.

Eike

l, Harve y A.

Ellio

tt, George M.

Ellison, Paul E.

Evans, Ronald A.

Farnham, David W.

Farrar, Bobby C.

Ferg

uson,

 Rober

t H.

Fishe r, James R.

Fitzge rald, Thomas A.,

Jr. 


Flana

gan, George T.

Fle

min

g,

 Jam

es J.

Flem

ing, Thom

as E.

Forst, Ronald J.

Fra

nkli

n, John

 S.

Gam

boa, John F.

Gatje , Pe te r H.

Geo

rge,

 Hugo

 C.

Gerr

ish,

 Dona

ld A., Jr

Gibson, Davld B.

Gies, Leo C.

Gille tt, Robe rt M., Jr.

Glven, Philip R.

Goldenste in, Gordon

R.

Gom

ez,

 Alva

ro R.

Good

wln, Robe rt L.,

Jr. 


Gor

ham,

 David

 S.

Gorham, Milton R.,

Jr. 


Grafel, Lynn H.

Gram, Emil G.

Gull

bault

, Rolan

d G.

Gun

ter,

 Bill

ie G.

Haa

g, Erne

st V.

Hagan, Wayne E.

Hah

n,

 Don

ald

 L.

Hahn, Dwight E.

Haines, Donald A.

Ha

llier

 Man

uel

 A.

Halye , Lawrence A.

Hardy, Ray S., Jr.

Harrison, Joe P.

Harr

tss,

 Dav

id J.

Haye

s, Willi

am

 V.

Hebe

rt, Larr

y

Hende rson, Arnold H.

Hendricks, Paul V.

Henry, Robe rt L.

He rnandez, Jesse J.

He rold, Lance

Heube rge r, Nathan A.

Hill,

 Ma

rtin

 G.

Hill, Virgil L., Jr.

Hilt

, John

 W.

Hoech, Donald G.

Holland, John D., Jr.

Holt, William C.

Horn, Le slie J.

Howard, William S.,

III 


Hufr, D

ouglas

Hunter, Harold C.

Huntington, Stuart L.

Jackson, Milton, Jr.

Jacobs, Paul H.

Jacobs, Se lby W.

Jampole r, Andrew

C. A.

Jone s, Arde n W. F., Jr.

Jones, Howard R., Jr

Kaup, Robert C.

Ke lle y, Robe rt D.

Kenne y, James A.

Ke rr, Daryl L.

Ke rsh, John M.

Kigh

t, James R.

Kille le a, Francis R.

Kinnle r, John W.

Ki

rby,

 Ra

ymo

nd E

Kle tte r, David M.

Kline {linst, Paul R.,

Jr. 


Knott, Richard C.

Konke l, Harry W.

Kuhlke , Robe rt E.

Kunke l, Barry E.

Laehance , George M.,

Jr. 


Lamoureux, Robe rt

J. 


Langdon, Stewart D.

Larz

elere,

 Cha

rles

W., III 


Lavalle e , William F.

Lee , Leonard F.

Lehmbe rg, George R.,

Jr. 


Lesesne , Henry D.

Leshko, Thomas J.

Line berge r, Pre ston

H.

Lisle , George F.

Lloy

d, Georg

e T.

Lowe , Larry T.

Low

ery,

 Need

ham

 H.

Lucas, Robert P.

Ludwig, Ronald E.

Lyon, Edward, III

Macke, Richard C.

Mafkenzle , Franklin

F.

Magee , James A.

Ma

ier,

 Pete

r T.

Maj

or, Jame

s A.

March, Danie l P.

Math

ews,

 Jame

s P.

Ma

tthe

ws,

 Gar

y D

Ma

uz,

 Hen

ry H.,

 Jr.

Ma

y,

 We

sle

y

May

o, Ned

 H.

Mc

ean

dles

s, Bruc

e,

I

I

Mc

¢artn

ey,

 Roy

 

S., Jr.

McC

ar·

ty, Ken

ne

th R.

McC

orry,

 John

 H.

Mce

ullou

gh,

 Mart

in L.

McE

wen

, Ro

bert

 M.

Mc

Ferr

en,

 Rob

ert

 W.

McGhee , Ken

ne th B.

McG

utre,

 Mich

ael

 L.

Mc

kinn

ey,

 Cha

rles

 J.,

Jr. 


McL

aug

hlln,

 Bruc

e C.

McNulla, James E., III

Mc'Vadon, Eric A., Jr.

Me lanson, Edward J.,

Jr. 


Me rce r, Thomas A.

Merrl

ken.

 Stua

rt A.

Meye r, Dale A.

Mezzadri, Francls X.

Midgarden, Pe te r N.

Midt

vedt,

 Harold

 L.

Mille

r, Hawk

ins 0.

Miller, Robe rt D.

Milli

gan,

 Rich

ard

 D.

Mole

nda, Paul H.

Monr

oe, Phili

p A.

Monteath, Gordon M.,

Jr. 


Moore , James B.

Moo

re,

 Tho

mas

 J.

Morris, Clyde C.

Mos

her, Norm

an G.

Mosman, Donald E.

Munsinge r, Me lvin D.

Murp

hy,

 Joh

n C.

Musgrove , Robe rt W.

Nakagawa, Gordon R.

Nash, Norman B.

Newton, George B., Jr.

Nutting, Roge r M.

Obe irne , Frank, Jr.

O'Ne al. Edward A.

Ong, Richard E.

Osborne , Robe rt B.

Otto, Carl H.

Pabst, Howard L.

Pape , Je rry L.

Parce lls, Paul W.

Patrick, Me re dith W.

Pauole , Alvin H.
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Pearce, Michael A. Smith, John S. 
Pease, Charles C. Smith, Leighton W., Jr 
Peden, Joe D. Smith, Nepier V. 
Pellerin, Alfred E., III Smith, Ralph E. 
Peltz, Theodore A. Smith, William P. 
Penny, Lawrence A. Sorensen, RichardS. 
Perkins, RobertS., Jr. Sorna, Ronald E. 
Peters, John D. Springer, Judson H. 
Peterson, Charles A. Starbird, Gary L. 
Petroske, Kenneth C. Staudenmayer, 
Phelps, George T. Frederick G. 
Phillips, Robert E. Steckler, Charles T. 
Pippenger, W1lliam W. Stokes, Carl J., Jr. 
Pivarnik, William D. Streeter, Gregory F. 
Polski, Paul A. Strickland, 
Powell, Richard A. Virgil E., Jr. 
Proctor, Robert R. Strohsahl, 
Putnam, Wayne A. George H., Jr. 
Pyle, Ronald W. Stubbs, George R. 
Rager, Richard R. Stumcke, 
Rasmussen, John D. Frederick B., Jr. 
Rauch, Leo A. Sullivan, Gerald F . 
Ready, John K. Sullivan, 
Reed, William H., Jr. George E., III 
Rehder, William A. Summers, Carl R. 
Reister, Walter A. Susag, Gary R. 
Render, Ronald W. Svoboda, 
Renner, WilliamS. Henry D., Jr. 
Ressler, Paul M. Taft, Denis J. 
Rice, William L. Taggart, Donald J. 
Riley, Roy G. Taylor, James R. C. 
Riley, William E. Taylor, Jimmie W. 
Robinson, Kenneth F. Taylor, John K. 
Roche, James G. Taylor, 
Roder, Peters. Raynor A. K. 
Rodgers, John M. Tedder, James E. 
Rogers, Gerald w. Templeton, Felix E. 
Rohrbough, John D. Tenefrancia, 
Roper, Vincent W. Ambrose J., Jr. 
Rose, Clifford A., Jr. Terry, Bert D. 
Rosen, Robert S. Thomas, 
Roth, James E. James P. L. 
Runzo, Melvin A. Thomas, Richard W. 
Ruppert, Noel L. Thomas, Robert D. 
Russell, Harold B. Triebes, Carl J., Jr. 
Sawdey, Phillip G. Troutman, 
Sawyer, Tommy D. Darrell C. 
Schluntz, Frank R. Truesdell, 
Schmidt, Arnold C. W1lliam M. 
Schramm, W111iam G. Truly, Richard H. 
Schroeder, Gerard R. Tucker, 
~hulz, William J. Robert E., Jr. 
Searcy, William P. Tuft, Markham D. 
Sheehan, James E. Turpin, 
Sherburne, Douglas M. Thomas J., Jr. 
Sherman, John E. Vanatta, Jerry L. 
Shope, Theodore L. Vaught, Clarence T. 
Silverman, Richard A. Vick, John C. 
Skezas, George C. Victor, Alfred E. 
Slaven, Robert K., Jr. Vogt, Larry G. 
Slye, Richard E. Waples, John M. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
warren, Robert L. 
Watson, Ian M. 
West, Ward L. 
Whitby, 

Ralph E., Jr. 
White, Steve C. 
Whitmire, 

Robert L. 
Whittaker, 

Thomas K. 
Wile, Alan R., Jr. 
Wiley, Robert C. 
Wilson, Alger L. 
Wilson, Richard J. 

Witherspoon, 
Emanuel E. 

Wood, Phillip R. 
Woodbury, David E. 
Wright, Arthur S. 
Wright, Leo C. 
Wright, William A. 
Young, 

Ernest T., Jr. 
Young, 

Howard L., Jr. 
Young, Robert B. 
Yow, JohnS. 
Zimdar, Robert E. 

The following-named women commanders 
of the U.S. Navy for permanent promotion to 
the grade of captain in the line, pursuant to 
title 10, United States Code, section 5771 
and 5791, subject to qualification therefor as 
provided by law: 
Acosta, Delores Y. 
Dupes, Yvonne M. 
Suse, Barbara J. 

Vail, Doris R. 
Yeomen, Majorie A. 

Lt. Robert L. Caldwell, Medical Corps, of 
the Reserve, of the U.S. Navy for temporary 
promotion to the grade of lieutenant com
mander, in the Medical Corps of the U.S. 
Navy, pursuant to title 10, United States 
Code, section 5793 and 5791, subject to qual
ification therefor as provided by law. 

The following-named lieutenants (junior 
grade) of the U.S. Navy for temporary pro
motion to the grade of lieutenant in the line 
and various staff corps, as indicated, pursu
ant to title 10, United States Code, sections 
5769 (line), 5773 (staff corps), and 5791, sub
ject to qualification therefor as provided by 
law: 

LINE 

Arterburn, George K., Butcher, Marvin E., Jr. 
Jr. Gustafson, Walter A. 

Bentleysmith, Reish, Robert A. 
Thomas G. Wells, Roderick A. 

SUPPLY CORPS 

Mullen, Peter L. Skinner, Thomas B., 
Newell, W11liam M. Jr. 
Schneeberger, Rudy L. 

CIVil. ENGINEER CORPS 

Kucinski, John M. 
The following-named lieutenant (junior 

grade) of the line, of the U.S. Navy, for ap
pointment in the Supply Corps as permanent 
ensign and temporary lieutenant (junior 
grade), pursuant to title 10, United States 
Code, section 5582(b) and 5791, subject to 
qualification therefor as provided by law: 
Presto, Anthony F. 

The following-named lieutenant (junior 
grade) of the Supply Corps, of the U.S. Navy 
for appointment in the line, as permanent 
ensign and temporary lieutenant (junior 

21143 
grade), pursuant to title 10, United States 
Code, section 5582(a) and 5791, subject to 
qualification therefor as provided by law: 

Russell, Henry G. 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate July 27, 1979: 

NATIONAL AERONAUTICS AND SPACE 

ADMINISTRATION 

Eldon D. Taylor, of Virginia, to be In
spector General, National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 

WELFARE 

Patricia Roberts Harris, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Secretary of Health, Edu
cation, and WeLfare. 

OFFICE OF PERSONNEL MANAGEMENT 

Alan Keith Campbell, of Texas, to be Di
rector of the Office of Personnel Manage
ment for a term of 4 years. 

Jule M. Sugarman, of Virginia, to be 
Deputy Director of the Office of Personnel 
Management. 

FEDERAL LABOR RELATIONS AUTHORITY 

Leon B. Applewhaite, of New York, to be 
a member of the Federal Labor Relations 
Authority for a term of 3 years. 

H. Stephan Gordon, of Maryland, to be 
General Counsel of the Federal Labor Rela
tions Authority for a term of 5 years. 

POSTAL RATE COMMISSION 

A. Lee Fritschler, of the District of 
Columbia, to be a Commissioner of the 
Postal Rate Commission for the term ex
piring October 14, 1982. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

W. Graham Claytor, of the District of 
Columbia, to be Deputy Secretary of Defense. 

BUREAU OF THE CENSUS 

Vincent P. Barabba, of New York, to be 
Director of the Census. 

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY 

John W. Macy, Jr., of Virginia, to be 
Director of the Federal Emergency Man
agement Agency. 

DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

William P. Hobgood, of Virginia, to be 
an Assistant Secretary of Labor. 

The above nominations were aPIProved 
subject to the nominees' commitments to 
respond to requests to appear and testify 
before any duly constituted committee of 
the Senate. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
THE OLYMPIC PRISON AT LAKE 

PLACID 

HON. CHARLES H. WILSON 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, July 26, 1979 

e Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I would like to share 
with my colleagues an article which ap
peared in last month's issue of Politics 
Today dealing with the issue of the 
''Olympic Village" at Lake Placid. 

The article follows: 
GOLD MEDALS, STEEL BARS 

(By Cary Goodman) 
(NoTE.-After the athletes go home from 

the 1980 winter games, Lake Placid's Olympic 

Village will become a federal prison-a plan 
that's attracted an international chorus of 
critics.) 

It's to be called a v1llage, and the press 
guide describes it as a campus. But, in fact, 
the athletes' quarters for the 1980 Winter 
Olympics in Lake Placid, New York, will be a 
prison. Construction is 70 percent complete, 
and already there are steel bars on the win
dows and doors of 1Y:z-inch heavy metal 
frames. The electrical outlets will be "tam
per-proof." Everything down to the blue, rust 
and gold graphics used to decorate the build
ings has been chosen by the site's owner, the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons. 

The bureau 1s not normally in the business 
of providing opportunities for Nordic skiing 
or housing accommodations for the world's 
best athletes. When it comes to famous 
whitecollar criminals like Mitchell, Halder
man and Dean, there might be some golf or 
tennis provided at a "resort" like Allenwood. 
But, for most of the 23,000 inmates in the 

federal system, recreation is usually confined 
to boxing and basketball. Typical of the fed
eral system, the medium security facil1ty at 
Ray Brook, near Lake Placid, 1s designed for 
younger felons serving time for crimes like 
car theft, bank robbery and drug dealing. It 
is not the sort of place the U.S. Government 
would go out of its way to show to foreign 
visitors. Yet, through the eyes of participat
ing athletes and the TV cameras that will 
cover the 1980 Winter Olympics, Ray Brook 
wm do much to shape America's image 
abroad. 

The rooms that wm house nearly 1,000 of 
the expected 1,800 competitors and coaches 
are only 13 feet long, 7 feet wide and 9 Y:z 
feet high, with a single, barred 14-inch 
window. Two international sportsmen or 
women are expected to occupy whatever space 
is left after each room is furnished with a 
writing desk, chair, closet, toilet, and bunk 
bed. There won't be room for skiers or bob
sledders to check their equipment. For that, 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 
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